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Decision: It is my decision to approve the multiple plan amendments and decision record for 
the Henry Mountain, Parker Mountain, and Mountain Valley Management Framework Plans 
(MFPs). This decision adds five new land tenure adjustment. criteria (listed below) for public 
lands located in Richfield District of the Bureau of Land Management (BLM). 

Public lands in order to be considered for any form land tenure adjustment (LTA) including but 
not limited to exchanges, in lieu selections, desert land entries, R&PPs etc. (except FLPMA 
203 Sales) within the above stated planning areas, must meet one or more of the following 
criteria: 

1) is in the public interest and accommodates the needs of state, local or private entities, 
including needs for the economy, community growth and expansion and are in accordance 
with other land use goals and objectives and RMP/MFP planning decisions; 

2) results in a net gain of important and manageable resource values on public lands such as 
crucial wildlife habitat, significant cultural sites, high value recreation areas;>$h quality 
riparian areas, live water, threatened & endangered species habitat, or areas key to the 
maintenance of productive ecosystems; 

3) ensures the accessibility of public lands in areas where access is needed and cannot 
otherwise be obtained; 

4) is essential to allow effective management of public lands in areas where consolidation 
of ownership is necessary to meet resource management objectives; 

5) results in the acquisition of lands which serve a national priority as identified in national 
policy directives. 

In addition to above criteria, all future land disposal actions will require a site specific 
environmental analysis in accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act when .an 
actual land tenure adjustment action is proposed. A subsequent analysis may reveal resource 
conditions that could not be mitigated to the satisfaction of the authorized officer and may 
therefore preclude disposal. 

All future land tenure adjustments must meet one or more of the of the above land tenure 
adjustment criteria as well as be in conformance with other goals and objectives in the subject 



plan, sotie of which could preclude land tenure adjustment. All land tenure adjustments would 
be subject to valid existing rights as determined by the authorized officer. 

Findina of No Sianificant ImDact (FONSI): A finding of no significant impact was made on 
May 30, 1997 by the Utah BLM State Director. This determination was made based on the 
analysis provided in EA No. J-050-097-072. He determined the Proposed Amendments to the 
Henry Mountain, Parker Mountain, and Mountain Valley Management Framework Plans (MFPs) 
will not create significant impacts to the human environment and that an Environmental Impact 
Statement is not required. 

. . 
Rationale for Decworl : The above decision was made to provide for planning consistency 
between District and Area Offices and increase its ability to conduct land tenure adjustments 
in a more flexible manner. 

These planning amendments have shown the potential to improve management of sensitive 
resources, as well as provide possible community growth and economic development. 

Further, numerous environmental elements were reviewed and no significant impacts were 
identified. Refer to Appendix A for the environmental elements that were considered but not 
analyzed in detail. 

State Director, Utah 



APPENDIX A: 

ENVIRONMENTAL ELEMENTS CONSIDERED 
BUT NOT ANALYZED IN DETAIL 
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The rationale for not considering these environmental elements further is documented 
below: 

l Impacts on Air Quality or Airshed Classification 

There is a potential for development of parcels that have left public ownership to temporarily 
degrade air quality periodically once construction or development begins. Anticipated soil 
disturbance from development is a potential source of fugitive dust and other air pollutants. 
However, the disturbed areas would be in scattered locations and at different times. There would 
be temporary increases in fugitive dust and other emissions, but the increases are not anticipated 
to be large enough to affect air quality on a regional basis. 

In addition, the State of Utah in coordination with the Environmental Protection Agency would be 
responsible for any air quality permits and or restriction/mitigation necessary for the prevention of 
significant impacts for subsequent development proposals. Therefore, impacts on air quality are 
not addressed in detail at this time. 

l Impacts on Floodplains/VVetlands/Riparian 

All areas and area groupings were reviewed on topographical maps to determine if potential land 
tenure adjustments could adversely affect floodplains, wetlands or riparian areas. In accordance 
with executive order 11988 regarding floodplains, it is not anticipated that any land tenure 
adjustment that may conflict with floodplain protection, management or local zoning controls 
regarding these resources would be allowed unless it could be mitigated to the satisfaction of the 
authorized officer and other permitting authorities. Site specific impacts to these values would be 
analyzed and mitigated during subsequent environmental analysis at the implementation stages. 
Currently, it is Bureau policy that land tenure adjustments do not result in the loss of riparian areas 
or wetland areas unless such an adjustment results in the acquisitions of a net gain these 
resources. 

l Impacts on Prime/Unique Farmland 

Existing policies mandated by the Surface Mining Control and Reclamation Act of 1977 require the 
consideration of Prime or Unique Farmlands. Further, there are no known prime or unique 
farmlands that could be impacted by either alternative and therefore, these elements will not be 
considered further. 

l Impacts on Proposed Areas of Critical Environmental Concern (ACEC) 

Under either Alternative, no ACECs would be impacted, however, all relevance and importance 
criteria would be protected on a case by case basis. 

Existing law and policy would preclude taking any action that would cause significant adverse 
impacts to any of the values that were identified under the relevance and importance criteria in a 
designated ACEC. As such no land tenure adjustment would be allowed that would cause 
significant adverse impacts to any of the ACECs that have been designated in these planning 
areas. 
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l Impacts on Cultural and Paleontological Resources 

it is anticipated that potential land tenure adjustments that would be found to have significant 
cultural or historical resources would be precluded from disposal. However, it is possible that some 
LTAs, could be authorized resulting in the loss of such values. Usually, this only occurs when BLM 
receives more or better of these values during an exchange process. Existing BLM policy would 
require mitigation as coordinated with and approved by the Utah State Historical Preservation 
Officer prior to authorizing any form of land tenure adjustment affecting cultural/historical resources. 
Therefore, impacts to these resources will not be considered further. 

l Impacts on Hazardous Waste Materials 

The addition of five new land exchange criteria is not anticipated to result in any potential action 
that would promote generation of hazardous wastes or interfere with management of hazardous 
waste under applicable Federal or State laws. Further, prior to any subsequent land tenure 
adjustment proposal, inventories for hazardous materials would be conducted and mitigation would 
be required (if possible) or the site would be precluded from land tenure adjustment. Therefore, 
this element has not been considered further. 

l Impacts on Wilderness Study Areas or Other Special Designations 

Existing policies would preclude land tenure adjustment of public lands within any Wilderness Study 
Areas, Areas of Critical Environmental Concern, Research Natural Areas, etc. Growth in general 
throughout the region will most likely cause increased visitor use of these areas. Impact analysis 
of this sort would be beyond the scope of this Environmental Analysis. 

l Impacts on Soil Resources/Water Resources 

There is a potential for loss of soil structure and productivity, with resultant impacts on vegetation 
and water quality from surface disturbance should a LTA result in subsequent development. 
Impacts on soils are closely linked to impacts on vegetation and water quality. It is anticipated that 
such impacts would be addressed on a site specific basis and that LTAs would not be considered 
where there is a potential for significant impacts unless such impacts could mitigated to the 
satisfaction of the authorized officer in accordance with known statutory environmental thresholds. 
The same would be true of water quality and therefore these resources were not considered further 
in this assessment. 

l Impacts on Forestry Management 

It is not anticipated that any of the proposed land tenure adjustment criteria identified would have 
any appreciable effect on the existing management of or harvest of forest products and thus is not 
considered further in this analysis. 

l Impacts on Energy and Mineral Resources 

There is no known potential for disposing of any significant amount of land deemed valuable for 
energy and mineral resources. Site specific mineral reports will be prepared for every proposed 
LTA. 

i 
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PLAN CONFORMANCE/NEPA COMPLIANCE RECORD 

BLM Office: Richfield District 
Lease\Serial\Case File No.: J-050-093-021EA 
Proposed Action Title\Type:Henrv Mountain MFP Plan Amendment - 
Foraae Redistribution-Livestock to Buffalo. 
Location of Propose Action: Henrv Mountain Resource Area 
Description of the Proposed Action:The MFP would be amended to 
allow for chanaina livestock allocation to wildlife allocations. 
The current nronosal would authorize changes from livestock on the 
Pennell. Nastv Flat and Steele Butte allotments. All work in 
administering the buffalo herd would be done in comnliance with 
the Interim Management Policv and are considered non-imnairins 
within the Wilderness Studv Areas involved in the herd area. 

Applicant (If 'Any): Livestock nermittees and Utah Division of 
Wildlife Resources 

PART I: PLAN CONFORMANCE REVIEW. This proposed action is subject 
to the following land use plan: 

Name of Plan: Date Approved: 

Henry Mtn. MFP 1982 

The proposed action has been reviewed for conformance with this 
plan-(43 CFR 1610.5, BLM MS 1617.3). 

&+-Yl- 
Surname(s) of Reviewer(s) 

Remarks:The nronosed action is not in conformance with the MFP. 
The nronosal would recxuire amendment of the plan. The following 
decisions would need to be amended. 

--Decision W-2.l,...(buffalo allocation) decisions are shown in MFP 
3 table 2.......Blue Bench 4, Bullfrog 45, Burr Point 15, Cedar 
Point 6, Crescent Creek 55, Hanksville 18, Nasty Flat 576, Pennell 
835, Sandy 2 155, Sawmill Basin 114, Steel Butte 202, 
Trachyte 14, Dry Lake 88. 

--Decision RM-l,....' Provide 2,000 AUMs for bison on allotments and 
88 AUMs(current capacity) on Dry Lakes (unallotted area) to provide 
for 200 mature animals and replacements needs. 

The followina decision provides guidance to the resource area in 
line with the current proposal: 

--Decision WL-3.2. Give the bison habitat top priority for habitat 
management in the planning area and insure that the herd remains 
wild and free roaming and that it not be restricted so that it is 



turned into a semi-domesticated herd, moved from pasture to pasture 
as are some of the herds found in United States. 

These decisions,sunnort the maintenance of veaetation and other 
resources within the resource area. However the allocation oro- 
vided needs to be adiusted to allow for conversion of livestock 
use to wildlife use and reservations. 

PART II NEPAREBIEW: 

A. Existing EA\EIS Review. This proposed action relates to 
actions addressed in the following existing BLM EA\EIS: 

Name of Document: 
HenrY Mtn Grazincr EIS 

Date Approved: 
1982 

Attached EA 1993 

These documents have been reviewed against the following criteria 
to 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

determine if they covers the proposed action: 

The proposed action is a feature of, or essentially the same as, 
the alternative selected and analyzed in the existing documents. 
A reasonable range of alternatives was analyzed in the existing 
documents. 
There has been no significant change in circumstances or 
significant new information germane to the proposed action. 
The methodology\analytical approach used is 
appropriate for the proposed action. 

previously 

The direct and indirect impacts of the proposed action are not 
significantly different from those identified in the existing 
document. 
The proposed action would not change the previous analysis of 
cumulative impacts. 
Public involvement in the previous analysis provides approp- 
riate coverage for the proposed action. 

Reviewers(s) 

Remarks: The EIS nrovides adeuuate rationale for the allocation of 
the volume of foraae use nronosed and the region analvsis involved. 
The EA nrovides adeouate documentation of the Pronosed changes in 
allocation and the anticioated imnacts involved. 

c. FONSI: I have reviewed this environmental assessment including 
the explanation of environmental impacts. I have determined that 
the proposed action described will not have any significant impacts 
on the human environment and that an EIS is not required. 

Reviewer(s) 



PART III. PROPOSED DECISION: It is my decision to implement the 
proposed action allocating additional forage for buffalo as 
follows: 

ALLOTMENT 

Blue Bench 4 0 4 
Bullfrog 45 0 45 
Burr Point 15 0 15 
Cedar Point 6 6 6 
Crescent Creek 55 0 55 
Dry Lake 88 0 88 
Hanksville 18 0 18 
Nasty Flat 576 482 
Pennell 

1,058 
835 2,454 

Sandy 2 
3,289 

155 0 155 
Sawmill Basin 210 0 210 
Steele Butte 202 1,194 
Trachyte 

1,396 
14 0 14 

BUFFALO ALLOCATIONS (Based on Livestock AUMsJ 
CURRENT ADDITIONAL PROPOSED TOTAL 

The Henry Mtn. MFP will be amended as follows: 

Decision W-2.1 The new allocation above will be added. 

Decision RM-1 The new allocation above will be added. ' 

Decision RM-2 Allocation may be converted between wildlife and 
livestock species when evaluations show the change to be advan- 
tageous to BLM resources and management. 

Ad 54- 
Richfield 

/4AC9J 
District Manager Date 

'Rationale: The oronosed amendments would orovide additional rec- 
reation onnortunities and enhance the unicyue buffalo herd and 
follows the intent of the MFP bv aivins ton orioritv to the buf- 
falo herd. 

IV. DECIL)ION RECORD: The 
implemented and incorporat 
MFP. 

on listed above will be 
ntain Resource Area 

Rationale: 



THIS IS THE OFFICIAL COPY O‘F THE PLAMING DOCUMENT. A DUPLICATE IS KEPY 
ON FILE IN THE RDO LIEjRARY AND STORED IN THE OFFICE OF THE CHIEF OF 
PLANNING. 

/--- 
? 

Updating Documents (See Instruction Memo UT-050-80-33) 

2. New data should be submitted to the area manager. Should the area 
manager determine that the new data is to be added to the master 
copy he will enter the data in the appropriate section and make a 
notation of the material, source, and date on the first page. He 
will mail a notice of change to the Chief of Planning for inclusion 
in the District's official photo copy. : 

4. In cases where data or changes cannot be ente.red in a'"bui!t ,in" 
space, the data will be typed o n a colored piece of paper and in- 
serted immediately following the page where,the criginal information 
is listed. The supplemental page ~11 include the date when it was. 
added, the name of the specialist supplying the data and the source 
of the new information. 

l 
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PLANNING AMENDMENT 

PARKER M&NTAIN ,ANG HENRY MOUNTAIN 

. 

Prepared by: 

Roy Edmonds, Environmental--Coordinator 
Carl J. Thurgood, Project Manager 



Ki I i;;;t,:i i; 1’ /Ii.-c 1 : 1 !ITi r\:;:1 * MT I or/Al. E -- - - _ _ - - _ -- .- - - - -.--.- -- _._ --.--.- --.- -- 

(Met JOhrlSon Ldnd LXLtldnge dlld 

Sandy Fidnch Land,Sale) 

A. PROPOSED DECISION-: 

Proceed with the Amendment of the two plans (MFPs) as dis- 
cussed in the Planning Amendment Document and as analyzed 
in the two associated Environmental Analyses. 

B. RATIONALE: 

Analysis shows that consummation of the two proposed land 
actions would result in significant improvement in the 
land management situation and provide a substantial 
benefit to the iocal, regional and national interest. ' 

As the amendment of the ttio plans is necessary to allow 
the actions to .proceed in conformance with current land 
use plans, the amendments have merit. 

,d& .. y(/s!: 
Henry MO ta-- Resource Area Manager 



PLAIW IK Al~lLNiii~lLfllS - - . - - .---.- -..-. ---.-- - _ _-_ 

F'Ai!t:LR MO1JF1 T/1 I :I A!!:) tl!.!lRY MOIJFiTAI N 
PLANFII~I~~ UNITS 

I. . Purpose and Pieed for Anlcndrnent --- --. -.-.------- .- .-------.- - -.-_ ---- 

An acceptable land exchange proposal (Met Johnson Exchange) and 
a request for land sale (Sandy Ranch Land Sale) were submitted 
on November 1, 1982 and November 29, 1982, resp,ectively, to the 
BL1";. These proposals are not in conformance with two of BLM's 
land use plans (MFFs), but appear to have merit. Based on the 
two Environmental Assessments (EAs) attached, it is proposed to 
amend the two plans involved. 

These two plans need to be amended so that the transfer and sale 
of the lands involved could proceed in conformance with current 
BLM land use planning documents (MFPs). 

2. Location 

The lands to be exchanged include 1,354.81 acres of public land 
in Vayne County to be transferred to Mr. Met Johnson for 1,588.96 
acres of private land in Juab County to be transferred to pub1 ic 
ownership and managed by BLM. 

The lands to be sold include 360 acres.-of public land in Garfield 
County,to be ssld to Tercero Corporation/owner and manager of the 
Sandy Ranch. .' 

The legal description of the lands involved can be found in Part 
II of the two attached Environmental Assessments (#UT-050-84-023 
and #UT-050-84-64). 

3. Planning Process 
. . 

The Bureau focuses its planning efforts on significant multiple- 
use problems and issues. As far as possible, it uses existing 

_ information about local resources. It avoids new, costly, and 
time-consuming inventories or data-gathering unless necessary - 

for sound resource decisions. The planning is fully integrated 
with the environmental analysis used to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act.. . 

The BLM planning process is versatile enough to meet management 
or resource needs of a particular situation. This means that 
in some areas, a completely. new plan may be needed, while in 

. others, an earlier plan may be amended. 



An amend;llent is initiated'by the need to consider monitoring 
and evaluation findings, nebi data, neiJ or revised policy, or 
a change in circl-mstances significantly affecting a part of 
the approved plan. 
pation, 

Amendment requires .formal public partici- 
interagency coordination, and preparation,of either 

an EIS or an environmental assessment, depending upon the 
significance of the impacts. 

4. Conformance Statement 

It has been determined that the proposed action is not in con- 
formance with the Henry Mountain and Parker Mountain MFPs, but 
is in conformance with the Tintic MFP. The detail of findings 
and determination can be found as Attachment 7 and Attachment 4 
of the Met Johnson Land Exchange EA and the Sandy Ranch Land 
Sale EA, respectively, which are attachments to this document. 

r B. PLANNING ISSUES AND CRITERIA 

1. Issues 

Planning issues are concerns'or controversies about existing 
and potential land and resource all+ocations, levels of resource 
use, production, protection and related management practices. 
Issues concerning the exchange and sale proposals were derived 
from BLM interdisciplinary analysis and public participation. 
Many issues were raised and have been discussed in detail.in 
the attached EAs. 

There appears to be four major issues of significance: 

a. Change in land tenure (ownership) 

.b. Fair market value (appraisal) 

C. Loss of vested interest (grazing preference and facilities). 

d. Substantial adverse affects to the human environment.' 

-* 

i 
a . 
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2. Cri tori d ____ _“_ - -.- - 

PjC~nning criteria establ'ish constraints and guides for action. 
Ttiey state b/hat will and will nut be done or considered during 
the planning process. In adaition to those criteria directed 
by specific legislation, i.e. threatened or.endangercd species 
or cultural resources, the following crit'eria are directly re- 
lated to the issues identified. The following sp?cific criteria 
were adopted: 

a. Lands will not be exchanged or sold unless. the benefits 
to the public on a regional or national level meet or 
exceed the adverse impacts; or that public land manage- 
ment would be sigojficantly improved. 

b. The fair market value of offered lands approximate the 
value of selected lands. Also, fair market value for 
purchased land must be received. 

C. Appropriate actions will be taken to protect or other- 
wise act on vested interests on the subject public lands 
of persons or organizations who properly and ?egally 
notify BLM that such actual or alleged vested interest 
exists. 

d. Tracts containing resources of substantial value to the 
public will be retained. 

C. ALTERNATIVES 

. . 

1. Met Johnson Exchange : 
. . 

Since 1976, the BLM has been aggressiidly trying to acquire 
the land being offered by Mr. Johnson. This property is 
vital to certain proposals and activities at the Little Sahara 
Recreation Site. Since the current owner and applicant for 
the exchange purchased the propertyjat least 30 different 
tracts in seven different counties have been evaluated for 
exchange. These nominated tracts have been studied 'and the 
ten in the proposal accepted. . . 

The attached EA evaluates these ten as the proposed action. 
In addition, the "No Action" alternative is evaluated. 

2. Sandy Ranch Land Sale 

Only the proposed action and no.action seem be be viable alter- 
natives for this action. Both of these are evaluated in the *. 
attached EA. 

. . . . 
. . 
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Met J()hW)(Jn Ldnd txr_hange - EA /jUT-050-84-023 
Sandy lIi~t;r_h L;~nci Sale - EA ;;UT-050-84-64 

. -E. COORDI1iATION CONSISTENCY and p\JBLIC PARTICIPATION ------.2---w-- -- 

Coordination and pub1i.c participation have been continuous in connection 
Mi;th tj;e t!.io prqJop;s* 

A public meeting'was held in Bicknell, *Utah on March 20, 1984 to-discuss 
the prGposed land exchange. 

A Federal Register Notice was printed on July 6, 1984 to inform the 
national public of th e intent to amend the Parker Mountain and Henry 
Mountain )IFPs in connection with the sale and exchange of specified 
public lands. In a?Cition, nexs r?'feases were published in the local 
newspapers indicating the inten't to amend the plans. 

The follol;ring steps are being taken in the amendment process: 

1. Determination.of Conformance or Nonconformance.. (Completed) 

*,- 2. Notification of Amendment. (Completed) 

3. Preparation of EA. (Completed) 

4. Governor's Consistency Determination. 

5. Public Review. 

6. Revision of the Amendment as Needed. 

7. Notification of Decision. 

F. LIST OF PREPARERS 

A list of preparers can be found on the cover sheet of each of the EAs 
attached. 

G. MAILING LIST 

Each EA gives a list of persons, groups and agencies who have been involved 
in this amendment. Each of those listed will receive a copy of the draft 
amendment. 



=. . . . .._. i_-___ __~ ._ .-.-:.Tr=>ZYs:- ;z :-z=z?L?LY :--_zc2- z-.-z? =----.7-T-.. -:I_?- -=-r.Y--3==_. ___-___ _ ._ _. 

s:ate 

/ Dist'ict RICHFIELD 

__---._-. .__ 

UTAH 
Resource Area 

HEI?IRY MOUNTAIFI RESOURCE AREA 
Plmning unit 
HE/l?'{ -- 

Total Acres -.- . . l.eII- ___ Federa! S~h-S~x:dce 1 ?J?l? 5q7 _’ 

NriL 18?.07_f1__ 
Withdrawn ’ ‘3fi&lFi - 

\ Other - .--.-----.-------~L.----...-~ 
: i .’ 

?REPAREP iI5 ?E’v’!E;!‘ED 
-7.’ 

* . ,‘X. . 
_’ : 

---- 

ORIGINAL-, 1 ” Apf+J,+3VED: 
.- - : ,, -’ 

r 

* ‘.: . . 

2 

.---- -- 

REViEWED AN6 !JPD.ilX~D~ .: ; .’ 
7 : * 

._: . --.--- . :_ 
AREA MANA’GER _.._: .2 :.. ._ 

DATE .- I_ 
-- .----.A..--i-L- ,.. 8. _ _’ - - _-’ 

: . ,. . . . . . . -_. _._ ‘. . 

I 

- ..LL,, ‘_. .- -7 . . 
- T- . 

.-- . I.. 
. ;_ - _ 

i 
_. > _ A..-.__. 

j . . 
4 _.. . . 

: ‘. . . .._ . . w’ -. -~ ,-i-i r . . 

i. 
- 

; . .i 
, --- - 

2 -’ - 

-T-.-------.-=m-w--- YZ-- --___ -I---------- ---Y--’ 
l j”bip /owl may be used as the Title Page /or the Unit Reso&ce Analysis an d/or the .\lenagement’Fmmework Plan ‘I 

. .i 
: 

: 
_. 

_ ,_. . . 
i 

I 

. . 

. 

, 



in the District's offfcial photo copy. 

4. In cases lxhere data or changes cannot be entered in a "built in" 
space> the data wiil be tyr;ed on a coiored piece of paper and in- 
serted immediately following the page where the original jnformatfon 
is listed, The sqlplc-ma1 pa se xi11 include the date when it was 
added, the nxe of the specialist supplying the data and the source 
of the new information. 

DESCRIPTIO?! OF i:E!4 I~IF~R~~.~TI~~i Date Entered 







LAIIDS 

L-l 
L-l .1 

L-2 ISSUE - 
L-2.1 MFP III 
L-2.2 MFP III 
L-2.3 MFP III 
L-2.4 MFP III 
L-2.5 MFP III 

::; 1 
L-3:2 

L-4 
L-4.1 

i-5 
L-5.1 

, L-6 
L-6.1 

:::.1 

MINERAIS 

MM:;.1 

M-2 ISSUE - 
M-2.1 MFP III 
M-2.2 . MFP III 

M-3 ISSUE - 
M-3.1 MFP III 

,*. M-4 
M-4.1 
M-4.2 
M-4.3 

ii:: 1 
M-5:2 

ISSUE - 
MFP III 

ISSUE - 
MFP III 
MFP III 

ISSUE - 
MFP III 

ISSUE - 
MFP III 

ISSUE - 
MFP III 

ISSUE - 
MFP III 

ISSUE - 
MFP III 

ISSUE - 
MFP III 
MFP III 
MFP III 

ISSUE - 
MFP III 
MFP III 

TABLE OF CONTENTS 

Page 

Power-line Corridor ...... ; ......... 
Decision ...................... 

Access for Administration and Public Use ..... 
Decision (Access to South Cainville Mesa) ..... 
Decision (Hiking Trail to Bull Creek Pass) .... 
Decision (kcess to Starr Flat) .......... 
Decision (ey-Pass Road for King Ranch). ...... 
Uecision (Access Across CRNP) ........... 

State and Federal Land Exchange ...... '. ... 
Decision (State Land Exchange) 
Decision (Park Boundary Adjustmeitj : : : : : : : : 

Garfield County Notom Road Realignment. ...... 
Decision .. :. ................. 

Fremont River Dam and Reservoir .......... 
Decision ............... ...... 

Public Land Disposal ............... 
Decision ..................... 

Private Land Exchange ................ 
Decision ..................... 

Public Lands Suitable for Coal Development .... 
Decision ..................... 

Oil and Gas Category Desi.gnation ......... 
Decision (Category 1 & 2) ; 
Decision (Category 2 & 4) 

.............. 

.............. 

Public Lands Suitable for Tar Sands Leasing .... 
Decision ...................... 

Sand and Gravel Removal .............. 
Decision (Sand and Gravel for State and County) . . 
Decision (Community Pits) ............. 
Decision (Future Source Areas) .......... 

Public Lands with Potential for Uranium ....... 
Decision (Public Lands for Development) ...... 
Decision (Public Lands for Nineral Withdrawal). .. 

1 
7 

24 

:“4 

45 
48 

49 
54 

1 
6 

42 
48 

49 
52 

:i 

i; 
68 



MINERALS (continued) 

E.1 
Issue - 
MFP III 

Public Lands with Potential for Locatables ...... 
Decision . ; ..................... 

M-7 ISSUE - Public Lands with Potential For Gypsum and Clay . . . . 
M-7.1 MF.P III Decision . . . . . . . . . . .'. . . . . . . . . . . . 

FORESTRY 

F-l -ISSUE - 
F-1.7 MFP III 
F-2.1 MFP III 

WATERSHED 

W-l ISSUE - Watershed Instability and Erosion in P.A. ....... 
W-l .l MFP III Decision ....................... 

w-2 ISSUE -. Soil Erosion and Gullying in Nasty Flat Allotment . . . 
w-2.1 MFP III Decision . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 

w-3 ISSUE - Stream Velocity and Erosion in Bull Creek Drainage . . 
w-3.1 MFP III Decision . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 

w-4 ISSUE - Resource Development in Floodplains .......... 
w-4.1 MFP III Decision ....... . ............... 

. 

WILDLIFE 

WL-1 ISSUE ‘- Potential Habitat for Wildlife Reintroduction . . . . . 
WL-1.1 MFP III Decision (Beaver) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
WL-1.2 MFP III Decision (Desert Bighorn Sheep) . . . . . . . . . . . . . 

WL-2 ISSUE - Management Actions Needed for Riparian Habitat . . . . 
WL-2.1 MFP III Decision . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 

RECREATION 

R-l ISSUE - 
R-l.1 MFP III 
R-l.2 MFP III 
R-l.3 MFP III 

Rl2 ISSUE. - 
R-2.1 MFP III 

Management Policy for Timber and Woodland in P.A. . . . 
Decision . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
Decision . . . . . . . . .' . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 

. . 

Development of Recreational Facilities ........ 
Decision (Starr Springs Campground) .......... 
Decision (Parking Along Notom Road) ........... 
Decision (Pink Cliffs Interpretive Site) ......... 

Protection of Recreation Water Sources ........ 
Decision ........................ 

Page 

;; 

73 
76 

1 

1: 

: 

1; 

12 
17 

18 
21 



R-3 
R-3.1 
R-3.2 
R-3.3 
R-3.4 
R-3.5 
R-3.6 
R-3.7 
R-3.8 
R-3.9 

RR::., 

R-6 
R-6.1 

R-7 
R-7.1 
R-7.2 

R-8 
U-8.1 

HFP III Decision (Interxive Use Areas) . . . 
MFP III Decision (ArchaeologicaleDistrict Reitrict;oi): : : 
FIFP III Decision (Nasty Flat/Bull Creek Restriction) . , . 
RF? III Dccision (Hiking Trails Closure) . . . . . . . . . 
MFP iI Decision (Blue t!ills Closure) . . . . . . . . . . . 
MFP III Decision (Little Rockies Closure/Restriction) . . . 
NFP II I Caci sion (Canyons of Dirty Devil River Closure . . 
MFP III Decision (Cave Flat/Swap Mesa Closure) . . . . . . 
MFP III Decision (Public Lands Open to ORV Use) . . . . . . 

ISSilE . Visual Resource Management (VRM) .......... 67 
MFP III Oecision ..................... 73 

ISSUE - Planagement Policy for Notom Road, U-95,U-27S,& U-24 74 
MFP III Decision . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 77 

ISSUE . Valuable Cultural Resource Sites ......... 78 
MFP III Decision ..................... 81 

ISSUE - Areas to be Preserved for Rock Hunting . . . a . . 
MFP III Decision (Semi-Precious Gem Areas) . . . . . . . ; 
MFP III Decision (Jet Basin). . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 

ACECs 

Wildlife 
ACEC/WL-1.1 
ACEC/WL-1.2 
ACEC/WL-1.3 
ACEC/WL-1.4 
ACEC/WL-1.5 

ISSUE - Recreation Sites to be Withdrawn ......... 91 
MFP III Decision ..................... 94 

Range 
ACEC/RM-1.1 

Recreation 
ACEC/R-1.1 
ACEC/R-1.2 
ACEC/R-1.3 

Watershed 
ACEC/W-1.1 

MFP III Decision No. and So. Cainville Mesas) .... 
MFP III Decision Cave Flat/Swap Mesa) ........ 
MFP III Decision No Man Mesa) ............ 
MFP III Decision Beaver Wash Canyon) ........ 
MFP III Oecision Little Rockies ........... 

MFP III Oecision (Study Sites/Comparison Areas). . . . 67 

MFP III Decision (Blue Hills/Factory Butte) . . . . . 
MFP III Decision (Dirty Devil) . . . . . . , . . . . . 
MFP III Decision (Little Rockies National Landmark . . 

MFP III Decision (Blue Hills/Sweetwater Drainage). . . 

WILDERNESS 
ii-; ISSUE - Public Lands Recommended for Wilderness . . . . . . 

FlFp-III OecSsion . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 

18 
28 
32 
37 

i: 
51 

5: 
66 

82 

tiEi 

1;; . 
112 

121 

: 



. . . . . .? c 
PORATION MT. ELLEN WSA TRESPASS ROAD 

Decision/Rationale Document 

e decided to accept the Ceja/Tercero Corporation's offer to 
quish 166 allocated grazing RUMS in the .Sawmill Basin 

:Allotment- as mitigation in exchange for a temporary right-of-way 
on their trespass road sections in the Mt. Ellen/Blue Hills Wil- 
derness Study Area. I will document in the BLM's State of Utah 
Wilderness Environmental Impact Statement the need for an amend- 
ment to the All Wilderness Alternative to the effect that the 
Mt. Ellen/Blue Hills WSA boundary be modified so that the poten- 
tial wilderness boundary line follows the north side of the 
trespass road sections. The AUMs offered by Ceja/Tercero Cor- 
poration will be placed in reserve for use by the Henry Mountain 
bison herd. If Congress accepts the modification and than es 
the boundary as identified, the AUMs would remain reserved 3 or 
bison use and a permanent right-of-way would be issued to Ceja/- 
Tercero Corporation for the road segments. If Congress rejects 
the boundary modification and includes the disturbed lands as 
part of a wilderness area, then the AUMs would still be held in 
reserve for bison use. The BLM would then accept full liability 
for any rehabilitation work required by the mitigating measures 
in this EA, or subsequent rehabilitation that might be required 
by wilderness enabling legislation. 

ationale: 

- 

An interdisciplinary team of specialists, composed of personnel 
from the Henry Mountain Resource Area and the Richfield District 
Office have reviewed the road trespass situation and recommended 
that this is the best management alternative. Their recommenda- 
tion is based on the concern that to have Ceja/Tercero Corpora- 
tion complete the required rehabilitation would only compound 
the adverse impacts to the wilderness values existing in the 
area. The team emphasized that should the trespass sections be 
reclaimed, they would still be significantly noticeable and that 
the naturalness values in the area would remain impacted. Also, 
because of the close proximity of the road to the property 
boundary between the private and public lands, Ceja/Tercero Cor- 
poration would rebuild the road on their private lands only a 
short distance from the reclaimed sections of road. They would 
have to construct new additional road sections to by-pass their 
;;;iaimed trespass road sections--in order to obtain a through 

. The off-site impacts to the area's wilderness values 
would be increased. There would remain the highly visible 
reclaimed portions and the additional new road sections that 
would be constructed. The team felt that this compounding of 
the impacts to the area would represent a greater adverse impact 
than to make the modification to the wilderness boundary as pro- 
posed. 



( 
.,’ 

--. 

$ance of the AUMs to be placed in reserve for the bison 
f:"felt to be an acceptable trade-off for the lost wilder- 

,.-_% values of naturalness caused by the new road. 
'herd 

The b;;;;: 
ss considered as one of the WSA's special features. 

additional forage being made available to the bison herd, damage 
will be reduced to wilderness and other resource values pre- 
sently occurring in the Dry Lakes Allotment due to over razing. 
The impacts from this decision are not significant an 3 do not 
warrant the writing of an environmental impact statement. 
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. 
Jhc Ifr~nry f!ountain Plannin:;l Area is scheduled to' be combined with the 

(l,If.;.r:t. i~l~lu:\t;~?rl f'lr7nning Area wiicn the Henry Mountain Rt4P is developed. 
1 1,e,1~,05 wi 11 be identified for ‘;t,ii ) '$ RW in 1337, data will be collected and 
iitlcl !yzc~(l durin(l 1'_;88- 1990, and the EIS will be written 1991. Therefore, time 
ft'~~mcs fror ir:;plcmentating elements'of this plan should not extend beyond 1991 
onlcss there are special or unusual circumstances.. 

The following report outlines all land management decisions approved in 
the 1982 MFP by resource. Some decisions have already been implemented. 

The Area Flanager is responsible to insure that the remaining decisions 
are implemented according to the time frames developed in this report. He 
will review this report annually and write a yearly update. This update wilt 
discuss all items which were accompiished, list items which were not accomp- 
lished with an explanation, and suggest revised target dates. 

. 
This report will also be used as a basis for determining funding requests 

during preparation of the annual work plan each year. 

Decisions which have not been implemented by the time the HMRA AMP is 
developed must be reevaluated as issues to see whether or not they are still 
releva'nt. 

1 . 



LAFlDS 

i 

t-1 

. ..-w--. I.-?.1 
2.2 
2.3/ 
2.4 
2. 5',' 

L-3.1 
3.2 

L-4 
L-5 
L-6 
L-7 

Decisions -.___-._ --.- 

Carkane transmission lines 
South Cainevil lc Mesa easement 
01~11 Creek Pass easement 
Starr Flat Road easemnt 
Old King Ranch R0l.l authorization 
NPS/Swap Ness access 
Land exchange/coop agreement with State of Utah 
Capitol Reef boundary coordination 
Notom Road rc37ign:wnt 
Dam on lower Fremont River 
Agricultural-land sales 
Mt. Ellen land exchange 

Decisions Requiring Actions 

status 

Respond as needed 
(a> 
0) 
cc> 

Completed 
W 
(4 

.-( f) -.. ; c: :, * “...f./. t*-:!( *f,".'.;. ) 
Respond as needed .,I. '. '.: 
Respond as needed 

-,..:r ‘ 

Respond as needed 
.-.(h) i,j: !:-r.,<,, 2 .I. : 

Every Year 

(f) L-3.2 (Area Manager) Coordinate until completed, write yearly trp&.te 
report. 

(h) L-7 (Area 
report. 

FY 83 

Staff) Coordinate until completed; write yearly update 

(c) L-2.3 (Area Realty Specialist) Initiate easement agreement. 

(d) L-Z.5 (Area Realty Specialist) Initiate xasement agreement. 

. 

(b) L-2.2 (Area Realty Specialist) initiate easement agreement. 

(e) #L-3.1 (Area Realty Specialist) ,initiate easement agreement. 

FY 85 a -. 

(a) Lt.:,1 (Area Realty Specialist) Initiate and complete easement agree- 
. . 



M-l. 1 
t+ 2 
hi- 3 
M-4.1 

4.2 
4.3 

M-5. I 
5.2 

M-6 
M-7 

Ccsl unsuitability study 
Oi 1 arid !!;I'; c;lterjorit?s 
Tar sar:d; 1eJsinq categories 
Rccc;cjn i;Ie sand and gravel areas 
Ccxxlani ty S~II~ aiid gras:cl pit, EA 
Future sand and gravel arcas 
Recognize uranium areas 
Beaver Wash Canyon and Little Rockies mineral 
withdrawals 

Recognize gold, silver, and copper areas 
Recognize clay and gypsum areas 

Completed 
Completed 
Comp?eted 
Respond as needed 

(a) (, 0 '<. '. .,_, 
Respond as needed 
Respond as needed 
Defer until wil- 
derness status 
determined 
Respond as needed 
Respond as needed 

Decisions Requiring Action 

FY-83 . 

(a} M-4.2 (Area Office Geologist) complete EA for sand and gravel pit. 

. - 

-.. . 

- - :-. .‘:--- 
._ .. .-;-- r - .z. - 

: _ -: . 

. 



. 
status --- 

Conlpletxd 
(a> 

I.vclry Yibar --- - 

Nnnc. ,. 

FY 83 

(a) F-2 (District Fire Officer) Complete burn prescriptions. 

. 

4 . 



WILDLIFE 

WL-1,I 
1.2 

WL- 2 
WL-3 

Dccis ions 

Introduce bonvcr into Bull Creek 
Coordinate bighorn sheep transplant with UDWR 
R i yr i:cn iriprovcri:cnt v ia tSP/Ai+P 
Forage allocations 

. 

Status 

(a> 
Respond as needed 

(W Cc> 
(-b) (c) : L.,.,;,(.+., 

Decisions Requiring Action 

Every Year 

(a) WL-1.1 (Area Office Biologist) Write annual progress report; implement 
by FY 85. 

(b) WL-2 (Area Office Biologist) Implement scheduled studies, report on 
completed studies, request any needed funding for studies scheduled 
for follo;qing fiscal year. 

FY 83 . 

(c) WL-3 (Area Office Biologist)'Assist in development of M-I-C of categories 
for range allotments. 

. 

5 . 



Every Year __ _ .- .-, -m 

(a) WeI (Area Watershed Specialist) Implement scheduled watershed studies, 
report. on cozpleted'studies, request funding needed for next fiscal 
year programs. 

(c) W-2 (Distriet/J3rea * b'atcrshed Specialists) Initiate 'rehabilitation plan. 

(tj) W=Cj (District/Area A watershed Specialists) Develop rehabilitation plan 
BAd i!3#S?WWlt,, 

/’ FY 84 --. 

(bj K=1 (&3strict/Area * Watershed Specialists) Develop watershed monitoring 
~rogrs.m and implementation schedule for studies in coordination with 
#@&NP zehedule. 

(a) W-2 Write update report yearly until completed. 

(e) W=$ (Qistrict/Area* Watershed Specialists) Develop watershed monitoring 
plan and begin watersbed study, request funds for engineering study 
awl fencing. 

. 

-_ . 

1 

6 



~,ycisi!~:~ 
____--_._- 

Starr Sprinr;s Campground 
Noiom Road Parking 
Pi:tk Cliffs iritc;-;Jt-Ctive site 
PlcPiillan Spr!nqs Campgrotind 
ORI tli<jh USC C!rSac> . 
GF;b/ d.~.rir:7+2+iori - -.* ,.lC.b ‘ Cuil Creek 
ORV deslqnaticjn - critical watersheds 
02V designation - hiking trails 
OAV dzs~gnat;on - Bl1re Hills 

Cr.,, ' i::i;i - Littie Rcckies i-i, d 2 5 : " :; .:: t 

ORV desicnaticn - Dirty Devil 
ORV designation - Cave Flat 
C?V desiyn,zti.zn - Planning Area 
Vi34 categories 
U-95 corridor management 
Susans Rsck Shelter 
Rock hounding 
Jet Basin 
Recreation site withdrawals 

status 

ii; 
cc> 

‘di :“’ 
If; 
(f) 

WJd$) 
Cf> 
Ii; 

Completed 
Completed 

(?P?) 
Completed 

(1) 

R-l.1 
1.2 
1.3 

R-2 
R-3.1 

3.2 
3.3 
3.4 
3.5 
3.6 
3.7 
3.8 
3. 9. 

R-4 
R-S 
R-G 
R-7.1 

7.2 
.R-a 

Cecisions Refpirinq ActirJn 

Every Year 

(f) Implement ORV monitoring plan, write yearly update report (beginning 
1984). 

FY 83 

-(a) R-l.1 (Area*/District Recreation Planners) Complete activity plan in- 
cluding analysis of potential for expansion and current cost esti- 
mates. 

(b) R-l.2 (Area Recreation Planner) Coordinate with road construction crews 
to complete grading for parking; install trailhead signs upon com- 
pletion (see L-4). 

(d) R-2 : (District Recreation Planner) Program funds for fencing in FY 
1984; fence in FY 1983 if end of year funds are available. 

(e) R-3.1 (Area Recreation Planner) Initiate development of activity plans;. 
gather needed date; write yearly follow-up report. 

e 
(g).,.R-3.5 (Area Recreation Planner) Begin ORV study in Blue Hills; gather 

data; write summary report. 

--(j) R-6. (District Recreation Planner) Program funds for test in FY 84. 

. . 

. 

7 . 



(f) R-3.9 Develop ORV.monitori.ng plan. 

(11) .I?-?.6 Complete ORV study in Little Rockies. 

(k) R-791 Request funds for signing in FY 85. 

(1) R-8 Process withdrawlS. 

(N) R-3.5 'Complete CRV study, discuss results in annual ORV report. 

(n) R-S' Complete test. 

(o) R*2 Complete fencing project. 

(e) R-1.3 Develop activity plan including cost estimates for future develop- 
ment 

(p) R-7:: Complete Signing. 

. . 

\ 
4’ 

s 

8 . . 



WL-1.1 

-WL-1.2 

\JL- 1. 3 

WL-1.4 

WL-1.5 

RM-1 

._- R-l. 1 
R-S-2 

ACEC 

Caineville Mesas 
activity p ian 
stntc st~ction cxctKir;ge 
revise oil arid qas categories 
GEL dcsisnations 
test tit-ii; significance of cabin 
Cave/kap I-le52; 
revise oil aim gas categories 
ORV designations 
No !.12?5 !:::sa . 
contract study for significance 
Beaver Wash Canycn 
activity plan 
mineral withdrawal 

State section exchange 
revise oil and gas categories 
ORV designations 
Little Rockies 

Range .study sites 

Caineville b!esas/Blue Hills 
Dirty Devil Canyon 
State section exchange 
Revise oil and gas categories 
ORV designations 

-. R-l.3 
V-!-I 

Little Rockies -. 
‘J/ p?- 

t 
IJL!lG- fjr‘/. 

Decisions R quirinq Action 

Every Year 

. Approved 
-(a)--- :.:.,- r'<rr.t 

(b) 
Completed 
Completed 

(c) . .',I' 
Re jccted 
Completed 
Completed 
Deferred 

Cd) 
Approved 

(a).: ' : :.,: 
Defer until wil- 
derness status 
settled. 

lb) 
Completed 
Completed 
Deferred until wil- 
derness status 
settled 
Rejected; support 
needs completed 
See WL-1.1 
.Rejected 

(b) 
Completed 
Completed 
See WL-1.5 

/+&&Yld~$ 

(a) (Area Staff) Implement management plans.for Caineville Mesas and Beaver 
Wash Canyon. 

(b) (Area Manager) Coordinate State land exchanges for identified sections as 
circumstances allow. 

FY 83 

(a) WL-1.1, WL-1.4 (Planning.Coordinator) Write management plans. 

(c) R-l.1 (0 is t rict Archaeologist) Determine NHR status of South Caineville 
Mesa cabin. 

FY 84 

(d) Contract research study for signi-ficance of No Man's Mesa. 

9 
. 



October 15, ;291 

TO: Ctate Dlrector, Utah iU-3 30) 

'RGftj: ::;str;ct ;!ar;ac;?r, 'jci:fjT;; 

SUBJECT: Plan P.nenamem for the henry Vountain !!anagement Framework 
Plan - Sale of Land fcr a Cal-field County Sanitary Landfill 
i&r Tfcabao, ittab. 

r4tt2ched is 2 notice of availability of the mviromentql assessment and plan 
amendment listed ek~ove. The Notice of,Availability for the EA has been listed 

1 the Public !!ot-iffca%icri. The Ncticd cf Intent to Plan tjas publjshed in the 
sderal ZegisteyBonday, Fe5rriary 4, 1991). The Resource Development Coordi- 

nat-ing Conittzo report I -?stzx~ t!x Notjce on Karch 12, 1391. 

Lc have not received my incuiries or input from the publfc regarding the 
;rcmosa!. 

;.e 2re, therefcre, recucctinC that you 
the Federal Register anc sigh the ?lan 
conformancc/NEPA Coriipliance Record. A 
crate of tne Federal Resister I!otdce. 

forward the tiotfcc of Plan ki;llendnent :o 
keenament Decision md return the Plan 
30-day protest period will follow the 

Attac,hment: 
As stated above 

kQ 

AP.srtrii!ge : abk : i c;i 5/S? 
(GI77!?) 
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PLAN CWORMKE/NEPA CWLIANCE RECORD 

a- CGws 
E.A. No. 050-87-067 

BLM Office: Richfield District Serial No.:- 

Proposed Action Title Type: State Indemnity Selection Henry Mountain Resource 
Area, signed 10/21/87. 

Location of Propose Action: Henry Mountain Resource Area, Garfield County, 
Utah, T.37 S, R.ll E., Sec.a. 

Description of the Proposed Action: The State has selected the named section 
for indemnity selection. The proposal would amendment the MFP to allow such 
an action and approve the land actlon. The amendment would state, "640 acres, 
Section 20, T. 31 S 1 t l 9 SLM, is available tor state indemnity 
selectlon". 

Applicant (If Any): State of Utah 

PART I: PLAN CWFORMMZE REYIEY. This proposed action is subject to the 
following land use plan: 

Name of Plan: - Date Approved: 

Henry Mountajn Management 1981 
hmework Plan 

The proposed action has been reviewed for conformance with this plan (43 CFR 
1610.5, BLM MS 1617.3). 

Remarks: The proposed action did not conform to the MFP an analysis of the 

PART II NEPA REVIEM. 

A. Categorical exclusion review. This proposed action qualifies as a 
categorical exclusion under 516 DM 2, Appendix 1. (CX Number) or 516 OM 6, 
Appendix 5.4. (CX Number). It has been reviewed to determine if any of the 
exceptions described in 516 OM 2, Appendix 2, apply. 

Remarks: Not applicable 
Surname(s) of Reviewer(s) 



6. Existing EA EIS review. This proposed action is addressed in the 
following existing BLM EA EIS: 

Name of Document: Date Approved: 

This EA EIS has been reviewed against the following criteria to determine if 
it covers the proposed action: 

1: The proposed action is a feature of, or essentially the same as, the 
alternative selected and analyzed in the existing document. 
2: A reasonable range of alternatives was analyzed in the existing document. 
3: There has been no significant change in circumstances or significant new 
information germane to the proposed action. 
4: The methodology analytical approach previously used is appropriate for the 
proposed action. 
5: The direct and indirect impacts of the proposed action are not 
significantly different than those identified in the existing document. 
6. The proposed action would not change the previously analysis of cumulative 
impacts. 
7. Public involvement in the previous analysis provides appropriate coverage 
for the proposed action. 

/4@-&2*- 
Surname(s) ot Reviewers(s) 

C. FWSI: I have reviewed this environmental assessment including the 
explanation and resolution of any potentially significant environmental 
impacts. I have determined that the proposed action will not have any 
significant impacts on the human environment and that an EIS is not required. 

PART III. PROPOSED DECISION: It is my decision to implement the project, as 
described, with the mitigation measures. 

It is my decisfon to amend the Henry Mountain Management Framework Plan to 
include the provision allowing for certain lands to be available for State 
Indemnity Selection. The lands identified for State selection are described 
as foll,ows: 

Salt Lake City Meridian, Utah 
T.37 S.,R.ll E., Section 20. Cont. 640 acres. 



This decision is made under provisions of the Act of Congress approved JULY 
16, 1894, 28 Stat. 707; the Act of February 28, 1891, 26 Stat. 796, as Made 
applicable to the State of Utah be the Act of May 3,1902, 32 Stat. 188; and 
Section 7 of the Act of June 28, 1934, as amended be the Act of June 26, 1936, 
49 Stat. 1076; 43 U.S.C. 315(F); and the Act of August 27, 
as amended be the Act of September 14, 1960, 7 

1958, 72 Stat.928, 

RATIONALE: This action is one in which Congress, through specific legislation, 
has vested rights in property once the grantee (State of Utah) has met the 
conditions of 43 CFR 2621. These conditions have been met. 

The selected land meets the criteria of 43 CFR 2621 as suitable for selection 
to satisfy State Indemnity Selections provided the appropriate minerals are 
reserved to the United States as required. 

The land has been found to be non-mineral in character for locatable and 
salable minerals and is not encumbered by mining claims. 

The subject land is not essential to any Bureau of Land Management program and 
is not likely to be needed for inclusion in and Federal reclamation or 
national park project. 

PART IV. DECISION RECORD: 

It is my decision to implement the following plan amendment. 

The lands identified as Salt Lake City Meridian, Utah, T.37 S.,R.ll E., 
Section 20. Containing 640 acres, are available 

This decision is made under provisions of the Act of Congress approved July 
16, 1894, 28 Stat. 107; the Act of February 28, 1891, 26 Stat. 796, as Made 
applfcable to the State of Utah be the Act of May 3,1902, 32 Stat. 188; and 
Section 7 of the Act of June 28, 1934, as amended be the Act of June 26, 1936, 
49 Stat. 1076; 43 U.S.C. 315(F); and the Act of August 27, 1958, 72 Stat.928, 
as amended be the Act of September 14, 1960, 74 Stat. 1024; U.S.C. 851.853. 





HENRY MOUNTAIN, PARKER MOUNTAIN, 
AND MOUNTAIN VALLEY 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLANS (MFPs) 

APPROVED 
AMENDMENTS AND 
DECISION RECORD 

Prepared by 
DEPARTMENT OF INTERIOR 

BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT (BLM) 
UTAH STATE OFFICE 

Decision: It is my decision to approve the multiple plan amendments and decision record for 
the Henry Mountain, Parker Mountain, and Mountain Valley Management Framework Plans 
(MFPs). This decision adds five new land tenure adjustment criteria (listed below) for public 
lands located in Richfield District of the Bureau of Land Management (BLM). 

Public lands in order to be considered for any form land tenure adjustment (LTA) including but 
not limited to exchanges, in lieu selections, desert land entries, R&PPs etc. (except FLPMA 
203 Sales) within the above stated planning areas, must meet one or more of the following 
criteria: 

1) is in the public interest and accommodates the needs of state, local or private entities, 
including needs for the economy, community growth and expansion and are in accordance 
with other land use goals and objectives and RMP/MFP planning decisions; 

2) results in a net gain of important and manageable resource values on public lands such as 
crucial wildlife habitat, significant cultural sites, high value recreation areas, high quality 
riparian areas, live water, threatened & endangered species habitat, or areas key to the 
maintenance of productive ecosystems; 

3) ensures the accessibility of public lands in areas where access is needed and cannot 
otherwise be obtained; 

4) is essential to allow effective management of public lands in areas where consolidation 
of ownership is necessary to meet resource management objectives; 

5) results in the acquisition of lands which serve a national priority as identified in national 
policy directives. 

In addition to above criteria, all future land disposal actions will require a site specific 
environmental analysis in accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act whenan 
actual land tenure adjustment action is proposed. A subsequent analysis may reveal resource 
conditions that could not be mitigated to the satisfaction of the authorized officer and may 
therefore preclude disposal. 

All future land tenure adjustments must meet one or more of the of the above land tenure 
adjustment criteria as well as be in conformance with other goals and objectives in the subject 



plan, some of which could preclude land tenure adjustment. All land tenure adjustments would 
be subject to valid existing rights as determined by the authorized officer. 

Findina of No Sianificant lmoact (FONSI): A finding of no significant impact was made on 
May 30, 1997 by the Utah BLM State Director. This determination was made based on the 
analysis provided in EA No. J-050-097-072. He determined the Proposed Amendments to the 
Henry Mountain, Parker Mountain, and Mountain Valley Management Framework Plans (MFPs) 
will not create significant impacts to the human environment and that an Environmental impact 
Statement is not required. 

Rationale for Decision: The above decision was made to provide for planning consistency 
between District and Area Offices and increase its ability to conduct land tenure adjustments 
in a more flexible manner. 

These planning amendments have shown the potential to improve management of sensitive 
resources, as well as provide possible community growth and economic development. 

Further, numerous environmental elements were reviewed and no significant impacts were 
identified. Refer to Appendix A for the environmental elements that were considered but not 
analyzed in detail. 

State Director, Utah 
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1’ APPENDIX A: 

ENVIRONMENTAL ELEMENTS CONSIDERED 
BUT NOT ANALYZED IN DETAIL 
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The rationale for not considering these environmental elements further is documented 
below: 

l Impacts on Air Quality or Airshed Classification 

There is a potential for development of parcels that have left public ownership to temporarily 
degrade air quality periodically once construction or development begins. Anticipated soil 
disturbance from development is a potential source of fugitive dust and other air pollutants. 
However, the disturbed areas would be in scattered locations and at different times. There would 
be temporary increases in fugitive dust and other emissions, but the increases are not anticipated 
to be large enough to affect air quality on a regional basis. 

In addition, the State of Utah in coordination with the Environmental Protection Agency would be 
responsible for any air quality permits and or restriction/mitigation necessary for the prevention of 
significant impacts for subsequent development proposals. Therefore, impacts on air quality are 
not addressed in detail at this time. 

l Impacts on Floodplains/Wetlands/Riparian 

All areas and area groupings were reviewed on topographical maps to determine if potential land 
tenure adjustments could adversely affect floodplains, wetlands or riparian areas. In accordance 
with executive order 11988 regarding floodplains, it is not anticipated that any land tenure 
adjustment that may conflict with floodplain protection, management or local zoning controls 
regarding these resources would be allowed unless it could be mitigated to the satisfaction of the 
authorized officer and other permitting authorities. Site specific impacts to these values would be 
analyzed and mitigated during subsequent environmental analysis at the implementation stages, 
Currently, it is Bureau policy that land tenure adjustments do not result in the loss of riparian areas 
or wetland areas unless such an adjustment results in the acquisitions of a net gain these 
resources. 

l Impacts on Prime/Unique Farmland 

Existing policies mandated by the Surface Mining Control and Reclamation Act of 1977 require the 
consideration of Prime or Unique Farmlands. Further, there are no known prime or unique 
farmlands that could be impacted by either alternative and therefore, these elements will not be 
considered further. 

l Impacts on Proposed Areas of Critical Environmental Concern (ACEC) 

Under either Alternative, no ACECs would be impacted, however, all relevance and importance 
criteria would be protected on a case by case basis. 

Existing law and policy would preclude taking any action that would cause significant adverse 
impacts to any of the values that were identified under the relevance and importance criteria in a 
designated ACEC. As such no land tenure adjustment would be allowed that would cause 
significant adverse impacts to any of the ACECs that have been designated in these planning 
areas. 

1. 
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l impacts on Cultural and Paleontological Resources 

It is anticipated that potential land tenure adjustments that would be found to have significant 
cultural or historical resources would be precluded from disposal. However, it is possible that some 
LTAs, could be authorized resulting in the loss of such values. Usually, this only occurs when BLM 
receives more or better of these values during an exchange process. Existing BLM policy would 
require mitigation as coordinated with and approved by the Utah State Historical Preservation 
Officer prior to authorizing any form of land tenure adjustment affecting cultural/historical resources. 
Therefore, impacts to these resources will not be considered further. 

l Impacts on Hazardous Waste Materials 

The addition of five new land exchange criteria is not anticipated to result in any potential action 
that would promote generation of hazardous wastes or interfere with management of hazardous 
waste under applicable Federal or State laws. Further, prior to any subsequent land tenure 
adjustment proposal, inventories for hazardous materials would be conducted and mitigation would 
be required (if possible) or the site would be precluded from land tenure adjustment. Therefore, 
this element has not been considered further. 

l Impacts on Wilderness Study Areas or Other Special Designations 

Existing policies would preclude land tenure adjustment of public lands within any Wilderness Study 
Areas, Areas of Critical Environmental Concern, Research Natural Areas, etc. Growth in general 
throughout the region will most likely cause increased visitor use of these areas. Impact analysis 
of this sort would be beyond the scope of this Environmental Analysis. 

l Impacts on Soil Resources/Water Resources 

There is a potential for loss of soil structure and productivity, with resultant impacts on vegetation 
and water quality from surface disturbance should a LTA result in subsequent development. 
Impacts on soils are closely linked to impacts on vegetation and water quality. It is anticipated that 
such impacts would be addressed on a site specific basis and that LTAs would not be considered 
where there is a potential for significant impacts unless such impacts could mitigated to the 
satisfaction of the authorized officer in accordance with known statutory environmental thresholds. 
The same would be true of water quality and therefore these resources were not considered further 
in this assessment. 

l Impacts on Forestry Management 

It is not anticipated that any of the proposed land tenure adjustment criteria identified would have 
any appreciable effect on the existing management of or harvest of forest products and thus is not 
considered further in this analysis. 

l Impacts on Energy and Mineral Resources 

There is no known potential for disposing of any significant amount of land deemed valuable for 
energy and mineral resources. Site specific mineral reports will be prepared for every proposed 
LTA. , I 
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PLAN CWFORMNCE/NEPA COWLIANCE RECORD 

u- 6bob8 
E.A. No. 050-87-067 

e- 
BLM Office: Richfield District Serial No.:- 

Proposed Action Title Type: State Indemnity Selection Henry Mountain Resource 
Area, signed 10/21/87. 

Location of Propose Action: Henry Mountain Resource Area, Garfield County, 
Utah, T.37 S, R.ll E., Sec.20. 

Description of the Proposed Action: The State has selected the named section 
for indemnity selection. The proposal would amendment the Ml-P to al low such 

selection". 

Applicant (If Any): State of Utah 

PART I: PIAN CWFORWWCE REVIEY. This proposed action is subject to the 
following land use plan: 

Name of Plan: Date Approved: 

Henry Dbuntain Hanagemmt 1981 
F rameuo 

The proposed action has been reviewed for conformance with this plan 
1610.5, 8LM MS 1617.3). 

(43 CFR 

Remarks: The proposed action did not conform to the MFP an analysis of the 

PART II NEPA REVIEU. 

A. Categorical exclusion review. This proposed action qualifies as a 
categorical exclusion under 516 DM 2, Appendix 1. (CX Number) or 516 DM 6, 
Appendix 5.4. (CX Number). It has been reviewed to determine if any of the 
exceptions described in 516 DM 2, Appendix 2, apply. 

Remarks: Not applicable 
Surname(s) ot Reviewer(s) 



6. Existing EA EIS review. This proposed action is addressed in the 
following existing BLM EA EIS: 

Name of Document: Date Approved: 

This EA EIS has been reviewed against the following criteria to determine if 
it covers the proposed action: 

1: The proposed action is a feature of, or essentially the same as, the 
alternative selected and analyzed in the existing document. 
2: A reasonable range of alternatives was analyzed in the existing document. 
3: There has been no significant change in circumstances or significant new 
information germane to the proposed action. 
4: The methodology analytical approach previously used is appropriate for the 
proposed action. 
5: The direct and indirect impacts of the proposed action are not 
significantly different than 
6. The proposed action would 
impacts. 
7. Public involvement in the 
for the proposed action. 

those identified‘ in the existing document. 
not change the previously analysis of cumulative 

previous analysis provides appropriate coverage 

/Ji@4iz*- 
Surname(s) of Revlewersts) 

Remarks: The attached EA for a State Indemnity Selection and Plan Amendment 
was prepared because no previous NtPA documentatton had occurred. This 
action is in response to the Utah State request to acquire this land for the 
State. 

C. FOWSI: I have reviewed this environmental assessment including the 
explanation and resolution of any potentially significant environmental 
impacts. I have determined that the proposed action will not have any 
significant impacts on the human environment and that an EIS is not required. 

PART III. PRWOSED DEc1s1ow: It is my decision to implement the project, as 
described, with the mitigation measures. 

It is my decision to amend the Henry Mountain Management Framework Plan to 
include the provision allowing,for certain lands to be available for State 
Indemnity Selection. The lands identified for State selection are described 
as follows: 

Salt Lake City Meridian, Utah 
T.37 S.,R.ll E., Section 20. Cont. 640 acres. 



This decision is made under 
16, 1894, 28 

provisions of the Act of Congress approved July 
Stat. 107; the Act of February 28, 7891, 26 Stat. 796, as Made 

applicable to the State of Utah be the Act of May 3,1902, 32 Stat. 188; and 
Section 7 of the Act of June 28, 1934, as amended be the Act of June 26, 1936, 
49 Stat. 1076; 43 U.S.C. 315(F); and the Act of August 27, 
as amended be the Act of September 14, 1960, 7 

1958, 72 Stat.928, 

RATIONALE: This action is one in which Congress, through specific legislation, 
has vested rights in property once the grantee (State of Utah) has met the 
conditions of 43 CFR 2621. These conditions have been met. 

The selected land meets the criteria of 43 CFR 2621 as suitable for selection 
to satisfy State Indemnity Selections provided the appropriate minerals are 
reserved to the United States as required.- 

The land has been found to be non-mineral in character for locatable and 
salable minerals and is not encumbered by mining claims. 

The subject land is not essential to any Bureau of Land.Management program and 
is not likely to be needed for inclusion in and Federal reclamation or 
national park project. 

PART IV. DECISIW RECORD: 

It is my decision to implement the following plan amendment. 

The lands identified as Salt Lake City Meridian, Utah, T.37 S.,R.ll E., 
Section 20. Containing 640 acres, are available 

This decision is made under provisions of the Act of Congress approved July 
16, 1894, 28 Stat. 107; the Act of February 28, 1891, 26 Stat. 796, as Made 
applicable to the State of Utah be the Act of May 3,1902, 32 Stat. 188; and 
Section 7 of the Act of June 28, 1934, as amended be the Act of June 26, 1936, 
49 Stat. 1076; 43 U.S.C. 315(F); and the Act of August 27, 1958, 72 Stat.928, 
as amended be the Act of September 74, 1960, 74 Stat. 1024; U.S.C. 851.853. 



Clarkane P01:er Association has proposed a pwerline corridor to' supply electrical 
poker to Ticsbco, Shootaririg Canyon and aUllfrOg basin. Uhat corridor designation 
NOUld best :::e;2t t!le nee:s OF Carkane ?owr and have the least effect on other 
pubiic land uses? 

, 

~RJfCPIVE 

Provide. a tralls!>ission line corridor to service the following areas located in the 
southern portion of the planning area: 

Ti cab00 T. 36 S., 9. 11 E., Sec. 16 
Shootering Canyon Uranium Fill T. 36 S., R. 11 E.,. Sec. 4 
Bullfrog Basin T. 38 S., R. 11 E., Sec. 7 

RATICWALE 

This portion of the.planning area. is not-supplied electrical power by any 
utility company. Electrical pop!er used by these. areas is generated on-site by 
small motor-driven generators. This may be an ineffective method of producing 
electrical povier if demand significantly increases. 

The town of Ticaboo and the Shootering' Canyon Uranium Mill are both expected to 
increase their power consumption over the next ten to twenty years. The University 
of Utah has estimated a future population of between 600 to 800 people locating 
in the town of-Ticaboo when the uranium mill is operating at full capacity. The 
Environmentai Report completed for the mill shows that electrical needs will 

. range between 1800 to 2200 KVA when full production is obtained. This power 
will initially be supplied by t&o V-8 diesel powered generators capable of 
producing 1200 KVA each. . If power is supplied by Garkane Power Association it 
can be assumed that the mill would opt for this power source over the use of the 
diesel generators. 

The Bullfrog Basin Farina currently has an estimated population of 700 
employees (and their fwiiies) of the National Park Service and related 
support and concession facilities. Electrical power is no;/ being supplied 
by a motor-driven gene% hr. Even though permanent residbnts are not expected 
to jr.-,rezs2 significd!?tl;/, ccnmercial power ;gould probzbiy be favored over 
the existing systzin. 

Bureau objectives are to manage the public lands in a manner that will provide 
the maximum benefit to the general public (BLE1 Flanual 1602, 1.12). 

: 





RECOII;T.~IT)AiiOi! L-l.1 

Establish a transmission line corridor lying parallel to Utah Highways U-95 
and U-276 as proposed by Garkane Power Association. This corridor is identified 
as Route 1 on the Lands overlay and Flap 3 of the URA. 

RATIOUALE 

This route would probably be the least expensive of the two routes proposed. 
The topography over this route is less imposing and there would be less impact 
to the visual resource classification. This eastern route would not impact 
wildlife critical range to the same degree as the western route. 

Identifying a corridor at this time will help prevent any future land-use actions 
which might conflict with the corridor and will coincide with BLM management 
goals for the area. . 

SUPPORT NEEDS cs - 

-Realty Specialist to provide Lands Report and initial investigation. 
-Environmental Assessment 
-Environmental Coordinator 
-Clerical 

MULTIPLE USE ANALYSIS 

MINERALS - This action would benefit future mineral development in the .area by 
providing a corridor for a source of available electrical power. 

WATERSHED - This action would have a negative impact to watershed if new roads 
were needed to provide access for construction of the transmission line. The 
impacts would be increased runoff and sediment loads from exposed and disturbed 
soils during and after road construction. These impacts would be substantial in 

.areas where slopes are steep and the erosion condition class is critical or 
severe. 

The transmission line as proposed would cross 
erosion condition class: 

Classification 

Stable 
Slight 
Moderate 
Critical 
Severe 

lands classified with the following 

Miles 

1.5 
35.5 
42.0 

3.0 
.5 
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RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION CONTIFJIJED: \. ,T' 

All precautions should. be taken to avoid the severe and critical erosion areas, 
especially during those months where runoff and rainfall are most likely to 
occur. Revegetation of the disturbed areas should be mandatory to eliminate 
long-term adverse impacts. 

RECREATIOfl - There would be a negative impact to recreation and scenic, values in 
three places along this route. 
and recreation highway), 

The route crosses highway U-95 (a major scenic 
crosses Little Egypt (a noted geologic site) and 

crosses through Starr. Springs Campground (the most popular‘campground in the 
resource area). The amount of visitor use at Little Egypt is unknown. Visitor 
use at Starr Springs is 20,000 visitor days annually. Vehicle travel along 
highway U-95 averages 190,000 vehicles annually. Another area of potential 
conflict is along th 
accessible by car. 

e southeast side of Mt. Hillers, a highly scenic area 
It is doubtful that the !@I Class objectives in these areas 

can be met. However;minor routing adjustments to take better advantage of 
topographic screening can significantly reduce adverse recreation and visual 
impacts. 

SOCIOECOl"iOEUCS - This action would have a positive social impact if the line is 
built. Electrical power needs for the southern portion of the planning area are 
currently met through the use of diesel generators. Present demand for electrical 
power does not appear to justify the overall expense which would be incurred as 
a result of the powerline construction. This would only change if diesel fuel 

') 

and/or maintenance costs. increased significantly to justify powerline construct- 
Li 

ion. Long-term benefits could be substantial if the Ticaboo Shootering Canyon 
uranium mill is put into full production and population projections made for the 
area (170 to 200 families) are realized. 

ALTERNATIVE 1 

Establish a transmission line corridor on the west side of the Henry Mountains 
as proposed by Garkane Power Association. This corridor is identified as Route 
2 on the Lands overlay and Map 3 of the URA. 

MULTIPLE USE ANALYSIS 

MINERPtLS - Same impacts as described under the multiple use analysis for recommend- 
ation L-1.1. 

WATERSHED - Same impacts as described under the multiple use analysis for 
recommendation L-1.1. .In addition, there would be more disturbance of soil and 
vegetation with this route because of the need for more access roads and the 
crossing of rougher terrain. 

The transmission line as proposed under this alternative would cross lands 
classified with the following erosion condition class: 

0 1 
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Classification 

Stable 
Slight 
Moderate 
Critical 
Severe 
Rock Outcrops 

Miles 

0 
16.5 
45.0 
17.0 

6:; 

RECREATION - This route would have an insignificant negative impact on recreation 
and visual resources. Most of the route goes through VRM management Class IV 
areas. One small conflict is found vihere the route goes through the southwest 
corner of WSA 248 where the transmission line corridor should be rerouted. 

SOCIOECONOMICS - Sane impact as described under the multiple use analysis for 
Recommendation L-1.1. 

ALTERNATIVE 2 

Establish a corridor lying adjacent to highways U-95 and U-276 to accommodate 
the powerline construction. 

MULTIPLE USE ANALYSIS 

Impacts from this alternative would be the.same as those described under the 
multiple use analysis for the recommendation with the following additional 
recreation impact: 

RECREATION - This route alternative parallels a major scenic highway, U-95. The 
VRM management objective is Class III for most of the route, except for one 
Class II area by the Little Rockies. This alternative would.conflict with 
Recommendation R-6 if the powerlines were placed immediately next to the high- 
way. It would also conflict with the State of Utah's management goals for the 
area. Yearly traffic currently averages 140,000 to 190,000 vehicles per year. 
However, as the distance between the powerline and the hightiay is increased, the 
conflicts would diminish. More detailed studies would be necessary, but a rough 
estimate is that an average l-mile separation between lines and highways would 
meet the VRM objectives for this area in places where topographic screening was 
otherwise impractible. 

ALTERNATIVE 3 (No Action) 

Maintain the existing land use management patterns and do not provide a power- 
line corridor as proposed by Garkane Power Association. 

MULTIPLE USE ANALYSIS 

SOCIOECONOMICS - This alternative would negatively impact the power company and . 
the local communities at Ticaboo and the Bullfrog Marina. The Shootering 
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Canyon uranic7 ciill has iii4e provisions to supply their 07/n electrical power 
with the use of two V-8 diesel powered generators capable of producing 1200 
KVA each. Electrical p xer for the local corimunitie,s at Ticaboo and the 
Bu?lfrog Flarind has also been supplied by dies:1 generators. lfnless the 
costs to operate and maintain these generators increase significantly or 
mining activity increases to the point that population growth justifies the 
construction of the powerline, no serious impacts would result from this 
alternative.- 

Long term negative impacts could result if demand for electrical power exceeds 
supply and community needs cannot economically br adequately be met with the use 
of additional diesel generators. 'There could also be a significant negative 
impact from delaying the construction at current prices because of anticipated 
increases in future construction costs. 

Garfield County would be negatively impacted by this alternative since resource 
developnent and the resulting economic growth is lzr;ely dependent on having 
adequate and modern services (roads, eiectrical power, etc.) to meet future 
needs. Delaying the. pG:itriine construction could (1) a ffect the opportunities 
for resource develooment, and (2) add significantly to t're county's cost of 
providing this service if all costs are borne at the tire of developnent. This 
alternative would also be contrary to the desires of the county to encourage 
growth as defined in their master plan. 

* . -’ 

-- I’ 
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Accept Alternative 2 with the following stipulations: 

Est.:,i)lSsb a corridor lying adjacent to hir;hways U-95 and U-276 to accomodate 
po~rline construction as follows: 

1. The corridor wil'l be four miles in total width, 
2. Tiie pv;ot~; 7 ,lL '*3 locati'cn k/ill be zero to two miles on e.ither side of the 

highi:ay, 

i: 
The powerline will be located on that side with the least visual impact, 
The. pz,lerlin e will be screened from view when located within one mile of 
the high,ray exce,ot at high$ray crossings, 

5 . c Powerline placement v/ill avoid Little Egypt and Maiden Water Canyon. 
6. pcessq ~~~~s';:-:;l~S due to unforeseen pozerline construction problems 

will be considered on a case by case basis. 

RATIOYALE 

This portion of the planning area does not currently have electrical power being 
supplied to it by any power generating utility company. \1hen it becomes econ- 
omically feasible to construct the powerline, an establ.ished corridor which 
mitigates those impacts identified for the specialist reccmmendation would 
benefit both the power company and other resources and users. 

This recommendation identifies the boundaries within which the powerline should 
be located and defines those public lands (Little Egypt, Maiden Water Canyon, 
and sensitive visual areas) where special construction techniques or a re- 
routing of the powerline would be needed. This corridor parallels major scenic 
highways U-95 and U-276. The one to two mile distance from the powerline to 
the highway should be sufficient to diminish the visual conflict to acceptable 
limits. In those areas where powerline placement would be less than one mile, 
screening or burying will be employed to mitigate the visual intrusion. 

This recommendation received support from the District flultiple Use Advisory 
Council and from the majority of the public comments. 

support needs 

Implement the support needs identified under the specialist recommendation.% 

'DECISION L-l.1 

Accept the multiple use recommendation and the identified support needs. 

RATIONALE. * 
. 

. 

The rationales for the specialist and multiple use recommendations adequately 
discuss and support the desirability and need for this action. 



ISSt!E 

What access problems to Bill ad.ministered lands and associ-ated easements need . 
to be resolved? 

Eliminate those access problems i:kntified in the URA. These areas include: 

South Caineville %sa Access 7-i Zr, S., R. 9 E.; Section 30 
Ht. Ellen Suxlit Triil T. 31 S:, 9. 10 . E., Section 16 
Starr Flat Access Road T. 31 S., R. 10 E., Sections 17,18,20 
King Ranch Access Road T. 32 S., R. 9 E., Section 5 
Spring Canyon kcess Road T. 32 S., R. 8 E., Section 18 
Sxap Piesa Access Road T. 34 S., R. 8 E., Sections 2,3,4. 

RAT I WAL E 

These road and trail segt:~tinIs have been identified as access problems because 
of their location in terms of entering public lands. Three of the roads are 
needed to conduct on-the-ground management by BLF! personnel. The other road 
blocks through traffic to the general public k:hen the gates are closed, 
requiring a lor?g d-3tour for regular vehicles.. Ffegative impacts to public 
lands occur Men GRV users take a short cut to the main road. The !lt. Ellen 
Summit trail crosses a state section and has not been granted a proper easement 
by the State. 

BLM objectives are to acquire and maintain legal access to the public lands as 
necessary to serve the Bureau's programs, and the public's need for access to 
public lands anL 4 to grant rights-of-way.in a manner that will maintain public 
vaiues. (BLPl Manual 1602,-I(2)). 

Standards prescribed in the 1632 manual state that the BLM will obtain land and 
interests in land as necessary to provide access to public lands for their protect- 
ion, development, administration, and utilization. Such acquisition will be 
comxxnsura.te with the economic, environmental, and social values of'the lands and 
resources served by the access obtained.' 



NomehFP) 

tlcnry Korrntain P:A. --- 
Activity 

Lands ---_ 
Reference Number 

L-2.7 -- 

Obtain an easement with the appropriate private landowner along the Fremont 
River to allow access to South Caineville piesa. 

RATIOFTALE 

Access to the top of South Caineville Mesa is provided by a foot trail which lies 
on the ncrtl:,.:est side of 'the ~:3sa. The only way to approach this trail is to 
trespass accross private. land along the Frenont River. Access is needed to take 
advantage of the ilesa's biological and scenic characteristics which are of interest 
to the gehz-ral public and to wildlife and range specialists who want to use the 
area for scientjfic purposes. 

- . 

Eased on the location of the foot trail to the top of the mesa, no 
routes could be developed which would not involve the use of other 
the need to cause unnecessary damage to the Blue- Hills surrounding 

SUPPORT NEEDS 

-ATROt;l Specialist 
-Clerical 
-Initiate easement procedures during FY 1983 

MULTIPLE USE ANALYSIS 

other access 
private lands or 
the Mesa. 

RANGE - This action would have a positive impact on Rangeland Management Recommend- 
ation ACEC/RPI-1.1. This recommendation has identified the need to preserve a 
comparison area established in T. 29 S., R. 9 E., Section 7, NE& which is located 
on the top of So. Caineville Mesa. Access is needed to be able to collect data 
from the site. 

WILDLIFE - This action would have a positive impact on Wildlife Recommendation 
ACEC/WL-1.1. This area has been identified as having an ecologically diverse 
community of plant and animal species with the vegetation in exceptionally good 
condition. Access would provide wildlife biologists within the BLM and other 
professionals in the academic community an opportunity to conduct valuable studies. 

RECREATION - This action would have a positive impact in both the,short term and 
long term. Current recreation use is low because, the area has not been publicized 
and access is restricted. However, the area has high recreation values, and is in 
close proximity to Capitol Reef National Park, a large recreation attraction. 
These factors indicate that recreation potential is high. 

Long-term benefits would result because improved access would allow development of 
an under utilized recreation resource. This alternative would complement recommend- 
ation ACEC/R-1.1. 

, 
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Take no action to obtain an easement across private land for access to Caineville 
Mesa. 

MULTIPLE USE AZLYSIS 

RA.PlGE - This alternative *::oluld have a negative impact to rangeland management 
if an easement is not obtained from the private landholder; Access to the mesa can 
be gained by a longer route which requires additional hiking time over rougher 
terrain. A ne:, trail would have to be,established and no better access route is 
known to exist. 

WLDLIFE - Same impacts as those described for range. 

WATERSHED - This alternative could have.?. negative impact if a new trail or road 
would have to be constructed to the base of the mesa. Part of this land is on the 
fragile Flancos shale which has been recommended .for restricting ORV use;to existing 
trails. All attempts should be made to restrict surface disturbing activities to 
limit sediment loss that is usually associated with road or trail construction. 

If no new access.is provided to the mesa, there would be no impacts to watershed. ? 
/ 

RECREATION - This alternative would have a negative impact on recreation. Re- 
creation users would continue to have difficulty in reaching the mesa top. Land- 
owners would continue to have trespass problems. BLM would be hindered in develo- 
ping a high quality recreation resource. There would be a conflict with 
recommendation ACEC/R-1.1. 

*. 
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SUPPORT FiEEDS 

Imple;?lcnt the support ~22s identified under the specialist reccmmendation. 

-, - “‘--------------“-I----“--“-“_-‘_”” s--m- 

D@CISION L-2.1 

Accept the multiple use reco mmendation and the identified support needs. 

RATIONALE 

The rationales for the specialist and multiple use recommendations adequately 
discuss and support the desirability and need for this action. 

. 
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RECOIV~lEll~ATION L-2.2 

Obtain an easenent for a hiking trail with the State of Utah on Bull Creek Pass 
(T. 31 S., R. 10 E., S. 16). 

RATIOUALE 

The Mt. Elle'n summit is the rr;ost popular hiking trail in the resource area. It 
is reached by a trailhead at Bull Creek Pass and by crossing a key state section 
to reach the north peak. Although there have heen no probleins to date, access 
should be legalized for visitor protection and agreements formalized, to minimize 
the possibility of the section 'being inadvertently developed to preclude recreat- 
ion,B'purposes. 

SUPPORT NEEDS 

-ATROW Specialist 
-Clerical 
-Initiate easement procedures during FY 1984 
-Exchange out State section 



FiULTfPLE USE A~IALYS~S 

No impacts to other resources or resource users other than recreation were ident- 
i fied fro!n this recomcndation. Pecreationa? use of this trail would be assured 
thmgh the acquisition of an ease:::zn t from the State Land Comnission. It would be 
desirable to obtain full control of this state section through an exchange with the 
State. 

ALWWTISE 1 (I'io Action) - 

Take no action to obtain an easement for this trail with the State Land Commission. 

IWLTIPLE USE AZALYSIS 

Acceptance of this alternative would not have any measurable impact to the other 
resources except recreation. 

RECREATIOFJ - There would be a negative impact to the-recreational opportunities 
associated with hiking and camping on the Yt. Ellen sumnit. Because of the State 
Land Commission's policy to obtain the highest economic return on all state sect- 
ions, there is a potential for this trail to be eliminated because of a conflict 
with other resource users (i.e., mining). The no action a!ternative does not i 

provide adequate protection to prevent this from happening. i 

13 



This trail has __ __ bfifin -jr'?ntjfj,:d as cze of the mst popular hiking trails in the 
planning area, This recomnendation is needed to assure that apFro?rizto steps are 
t.;;cfi pi i,., I 4 t)):l S'iL :e L; ;;d c&,i:ij ssj ;r, 
this tGi f3f pus:k ~32. 

to pi-event ti1 e accidental or negiigent loss of 
iicsoiirce rxnagernent conflicts between the State Land 

Crxxission and state xi-1001 scctiqys ;~nr! the ?L!! wst be resolved thrc:!s;‘h proper 
a&<<fJjsj-r&i;j\*~ pi"()c~;l;r~s jf tiie 52; is to fuifill its responsibility for providing 
access to pubiic lands for recreation purposes. 

SUP?I)?,T FI!EC?S -- - 

Ii~plexent the support needs identified under the specialist recomendation. 

--w-m-- -‘--------_--_------_______II___ 

oicIsroN L-2.2 

Accept the multiple use recommendation and the identified support needs. 

RATIONALE 

The rationales for the specialist and multiple use recommendations adequately 
discuss and support the desirability and need for this action. 

. 

. 
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Obtain an easement for that portion of the Starr Flat road which crosses private 
land. 

RATIONALE 

A gate has been constructed across that portion of the road which enters private 
property. kcess is heeded to collect A(-+ UbLa fro:n a study plot located on Starr Flat 
and for big gam.. 0 hunting by the ger,eral public.. 

The topogrGaohy of the area is characterized by steep slopes which make road build- 
ing unsui%able in terms of cost and envircnmntal inpact. Obtaining an easement 
appears to be the most reasonable method of providing access and would be the least 
damaging to the environnent. 

-ATROW specialist . 
-District Engineer to survey road 
-State Office Appraisal 
-Solicitor's Title Insurance opinion 
-Clerical 
-Initiate easement procedures during FY 1983 

MULTIPLE USE ANALYSIS 

RANGE - This action would have a positive impact because it would provide access to 
a trend study plot which was established in the area in 1968. Access- is needed 
both for monitoring livestock and buffalo use and to collect data from the 
study plot. 

WILDLIFE - Impacts would be the same as those for range.- Vegetation data is 
needed to properly manage wildlife habitat. On-the-ground monitoring and data 
collection is difficult to accomplished if access is not available. 

RECREATION - This action would have a positive impact to recreation because 
access would be given to people who wish to hike, camp or hunt in a currently 
restricted area. Recreation use is low at present but may increase as a result of 
WSA publicity. 

ALTERNATIVE 1 

Construct a new road'around the private land to gain access to Starr Flat. 



RtC(j:;:$;EKIJATl3id -ANALYSIS-OECISitiN C(JiiTINlJED. 1 
-. .__._...__.___.________.__ .__-_--- .--.--... _-. - .--- _.-..-. .____.____- ---. _. -__._____ -----__ 

* 

Impacts to range, wildlife and recreation would be the same as those described 
under the multiple use analysis for recommendation L-2.2. 

WATERSHED - Construction of new road could create problems for the watershed where 
none exist because of inc,reased surface disturbance on steep slopes and sensitive 
soils. The area is rated in a slight erosion condition class; construction of a 
new road could alter the,condition in the short term. 

ECO~iOllIC - Costs to build the road could be as high as $10,000. Equipment costs 
(D-6 Cat or equivalent ?/ould be needed) would be approximately $65.00 per hour. 
Since steep slopes are involved, the estimated time to cut in a new read would 
average absut l/8 mile per S-hour day. If the length of the new road was to be 
about 2 miles (takina into consideration any switch-backing needed), approximately 
16 days would be needed to complete the project.- 

ALTERNATIVE 2 (No Action) 

Take no-action to obtain an easement across private land 'for access to the Starr 
Flat area. J t 
PIULTIPLE USE ANALYSIS 

i' 

There would be a negative impact to range and wildlife resources from the loss 
of the study plot and lack of access to monitor public lands. Wildlife habitat 
and rangeland resources could suffer from overuse and watershed values could 
deteriorate. 

Since recreation use is 10~ in the area, impacts to recreation would be insig- 
nifl"cant. 

.a . , 
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The need for access across that portion of road Aich crosses private land was 

ct Advl'sory Council and more 

S!-!PPflRT !IEEOS -..-- .__. .-_ ._ _.I -._ -- 

Ir,:p!xrnt the support needs idzntificd'under the specialist recommendation, 

0 “-““-“““““““““-““~-“““““““““““““”-””” 

Accept the mtiltiple use rxomendation and the identified wpport needs. 

RATT@b!ALE 

The rationales for the specialist and mltiple use recomnendations adequately 
discuss and support the desirability and need for this action. 

. 
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RECC:::IE;:D?\TIOFI L-Z.4 

Provide a right-of-way authorization across public land to construct a by-pass 
r0a.d segment around the old King ranch. 

RATIONALE . 

The old King ranch is currently being rehabilitated to its former architecture. 
The owner has expressed a desire to keep that portion of the road which crosses 
private property closed to general public use to prevent vandalism. A general 
inspection of the area has shown that a by-pass road could easily be built without 
significant harm to the environment. The entire road segment would not be much 
more than a mile in length and would not cause any inconvenience to the general 
public or BLH personnel. 

SUPPORT NEEDS 

-Realty Specialist for Lands Report 
-Environmental Assessment 
-Environmental Coordinator for review 
-Clerical 
-Complete Right-of-Way authorization during FY 1982 

MULTIPLE USE ANALYSIS 

RANGE - This action would have a positive impact on livestock management. Currently 
there is an opportunity for two gates 'to be left open when the public crosses 
private land. Cattle then road into areas where they are not permitted. Public 
access would by-pass the two gates and eliminate the problem.. 

WATERSHED - The creation of a new road could cause increased sediment loss in an 
area that is in a moderate erosion condition class. Steps should be taken to 
minimize the amount of surface disturbance during road construction and to choose 
a route that avoids slopes. 

No other impacts were identified from this recommendation. 

ALTERNATIVE 1 (No Action) 

Continue to use the existing road and do not construct a by-pass road around the 
King ranch. 

.MULTIPLE USE ANALYSIS 

RANGE - The problem'of open gates would continue and cattle could road into areas 
where they are not permitted. The installation of cattJe guards would probably 
work. as effectively as the by-pass road to mitigate this problem. 

No other impacts were identified.from this alternative. : 
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FlOVW”(MFP: 

iiciiry f'O:lrii:~lin !'.A,' -- .--. - -.-- - ..-- ---- ..__._ - __________ 
Av:4rlfy 

Lands --___I__-_---- --.--.. ̂ ___ .--_ 
k?!c!nrf.ncr Fll!n-t,ar 

The rjyner of the i:ir.,2 2srlc':I has 
l - ‘% ? 84 I I. ,;; ,>, 1’ ,z I,: n f-j ?> p “, ‘;” f; j ” ? r f h j 5 

ex?rcsscd a desire to reroute the public access 
2 +- ‘: y- c- ” ?.J/ to 31(3lD orevent potential vandalism on a I I 

rehSzbilitatcd ranch ho!rsc, A.lthoucrh v?ndalism‘is not known to be excessive in 
the area, property .owners in the eastern portions of Wayne and Garfield Counties 
t-i :';2 b.-?g jy-?~:cti-J 51: :I~;!J ?.ct.s, 
and a by-pass t-cuts 

C?wfi??d Cc:rntx~ has no objections to the proposal 
can t?e accommodated without 'ierious impact to the envirbnment. 

A right-of-way application MS formally sukznit'ied in early FY 1981 by the Earfiefd 
Ccl_ir,ty Conoi ssion, The a$;lication and apprbval process is nearly complete. 

This rpccyyr;~s.1:jon y~rci*,~~A L L. .A - '.. s::~??:*t frcjn t!le District Rultiple Use Advisory 
Countil and more than hai f of trie *public coix;ents received. 

y,!?pO!?T KEEX 

Implement those support needs identified under the specialist recommendation. 

DECISION L-2.4 

Accept the twltiple use recommendation and the identified support needs. 

RATIONALE 
7 

The rationales for the specialist and multiple use recommendations adequately 
discuss the reasons for this action. 



REC01411EN~ATI~~i L-2.5 _____---- 

Initiate a formal agreement with the Capitol Reef Park Service to continue to 
al 101~ access over tb!o unJaintained roads; (1) access to Swap F?esa and (2) access 
to Spring Canyon. 

National Park regulations state that unmaintained park roads are off limits to 
vehicular traffic. Although this regulation has not been enforced in the past 
for these wads, conditions could change and access could be denied by the Park. 

These roads serve two purposes which make access important: (1) the roads are 
needed by BLM person nel to have access to study plots on Swap Mesa and Spring 
Canyon and for general on-the-ground management, and (2) the roads are used by 
hunters during the hunting season. 

These roads usually-require the use of a four-wheel drive vehicle and any agreement 
should specify that only those improvements needed to maintain the safety of the 
user be implemented. 

SUPPORT NEEQS 

-ATROW Specialist 
-Clerical 
-Complete agreement by end of FY 1983 

MULTIPLE USE ANALYSIS 

MINERALS - The continued accessibility of these roads would have a positive impact 
on the minerals program because it would provide access onto Swap Mesa for future 
oil, gas and coal exploration and development activities. 

RANGE - This action would have a positive impact on the rangeland management 
program because it would provide access to a trend study plot which was es- 
tablished in the area in 1967. Access is needed both for monitoring livestock 
and buffalo use and to collect data from the study plot. 

WILbLIFE - Impacts would be the same as those for range. Vegetation data is 
needed to properly manage wildlife habitat. On-the-ground monitoring and data 
collection is difficult to accomplish if access is not maintained. 

RECREATION - There tiould be a positive impact to recreation resources. An isolated 
area would be available for dispersed camping. However, those most likely to 
benefit would be people involved in the fall buffalo hunt in the Swap Mesa area. 

. . 
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ALTEEUTIVE 1 (No Action) _-.-.--- 

Take no action to formlize an a~rccjxnt with Capitol Reef National Park to assure 
access over those unmaintained roads to Swap Hess and Spring Canyon. 

MULT!PLE USE ANALYSTS 

Impacts would be opposite to those described under the multiple use analysis for 
recormendation L-Z.4 if the Park decided to restrict use of the roads. 

There would be a mgative impact .to bison hunters and recreationists desiring to 
access the Swap Hess area. There are no other roads into the area and complaints 
from the public could be expected. 

. 

. 
!.. 
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DECISfO'l L-2.5 

i 

Accept the ~~A'iiyle KC recomendation and the identified'support needs. 

RATIC:%LE 

The rationales.for the specialist and rw?tiple use recomendations adequately 
discuss the reasons for this action. 
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N ma hFP] 
Pletwy I! manta in P.A. 

Activity 

Lands 
- 

Objective Nunher 

L-3 
.-. --... 

I~!liich state 2nd federal 12xIs should be acquired or the bound~ries.adjusted in an 
exchange process to im;,~ovu the continuity of BLf,! rcsourc-a programs on public lands? 

. . 
OBJECTIVE u ---- 

As the ncd arises, consolidate or adjust public land ownership within those 
special .r;z;;;t~~vr:;lt ifre-js ;.!>py W! goals are in conflict with other govctrnment 
agency goals. These aifzas include: 

Pub1 ic lands des'jc~i-~at.G as ?rzas of Critical Environmental Concern. 
b,lj 1 tjp)*ne;.j C'!S.,l\l ;1'r*>Tr c J >.I ..', d :-, 5 1; q q 6 "L ̂ < AI Lii3 - _,. __ A (7 5 Gldcrness areas and the state 

sections lying :.iit:iin or adjacent to them. 
BLH Recreation lands which are designated as: 

TTi 
23 AIL 

!. -rd.-. - 
$ II! - Rc2Ld-&& je me25 

i: 

-5 \I Oy--i,y7& -2r- 
, 

Class VI -."Historic and cll'tural sites. 
d. ptFb-l~~~dS-&-Si. Cj"1 ai $&$..&+~~-#-J-p~+~~n.j e..pva t.j On a i^eis , 
e. P&lic ?arG ii-c: , 

f. Public lafids found unsuitable for min:%*leasing and development. 
g* 

--... Cds were livestock grazing cannot be excluded by natural .CJ 
barriers. 

RATIONALE 

The present checkerboard pattern of land ownership and jurisdiction have largely 
been the result of political manipulation rather than sound land use planning. 
This situation can cause conflicting and poorly coordinated activities by the 
BLM and other government entities. It is especially true of the State school 
sections scattered throughout the public lands, 

Land management goals between state and federal government agencies are not 
always consistent. Current land management for State school sections has been 
based on a policy of obt aining the greatest economic return. Many times this 
involves resource development in areas vihere federal programs have been established 
to protect and exclude surface disturbing activities. This conflict of goals 
has resulted in court actions which hamper effective managewnt of the public 
lands. 

Bureau objectives are to plan for and manage or dispose of public lands in a 
manner providing the ma:: ir;:u?l benefit to the general public. To accomplish 
this the BLtl will; . . 

-Protect the lands, resources, environment and public values therein from 
avdidable 22struction, abuse and deterioration, and corr$.t past abuses 
to the extent feasible. 



UMTLO STATES 

fiECulrilri “'~'E~OAilON-AFIALYSIS-DECISION 
--_ _----..-~ -Y--- ---- _I- __.-- ^_--. - _.__.. ..---____-- -7 

In the event that any of the public lands administered by the BLM receives 
one of the designations identified in the activity objective, initiate land 
exchange procedures with th e affected government entity to consolidate owner- 
ship and obtain a cooperative agreement to assure continuity of management 
goals during the exchange process. 

RATIONALE 

Most of the designations identified in the activity objective call for land 
use management goals which preserve or protect the various resources. These 
goals are often in conflict with other government entities, especially the Utah 
State Land Cc::mission, n;:hich is charged with managing all State of Utah school 
sections . Current State la:/ mandates that these school sections be developed 
to obtain the greatest ec0rloiniC valtie. This mandate is in direct conflict 
with the ccnservation and preservation designations which are sometimes given 
to public lands as a result of recommendations made through the planning 
process. 

An interim cooperative agreement is necessary to assure that management goals 
tiithin a designated area are not in conflict between two or more managing 
agencies while the exchange process is being conducted. This agreement should 
include those management goals associated with the land use designation. 

SUPPORT NEEdS 

-Realty Specialist for Lands Report and initial investigation 
-State Office appraisal 
-Environmental Assessment 
-Environmental Coordinator 
-Solicitor's Title Insurance opinion 
-Clerical 

MULTIPLE USE ANALYSIS 

MINERALS - This action would have a negative impact on the federal minerals develop- 
ment program in the planning area. This impact could result fr0m.a) the Federal 
government acquiring State lands on which some minerals cannot be developed in 
exchange for public lands which have a potential for mineral development and b) the 
Federal government's loss of royalties that would normally be collected from mineral 
development on those public lands exchanged with the State. An example would be 
an- exchange of public lands with mineral values for State lands with recreation 
or wildlife values. The exchange would be for lands'of equal value but the 

. value could be based on different resources. 



RANGE - In most cases, 
operations. 

this action would not have a negative impact on livestock 
Exchanging state sections in the pdrk would eliminate the opportunity 

to graze these ax:~. iiowever, Capitol Reef JJational Park (CR#P) is currently 
phasing out-, grazing which will eventually lead to the same result. Legislation 
has been introduced to allow live‘stock grazing to continue. This would have a 
positive impact on local ranchers with permits in the Park. 

All other exchanges will ,result in blocked lands and unless there is a resource 
value which specifically restricts livestock use (e.g. relic areas, comparison 
areas etc,), grazing opportunities should not be lost. State lands will 
continue to be used to maximize economic returns and will not effect livestock 
grazing. 

WATERSHED - Land consolidation efforts will positively impact those areas 
which come under federal control. Conflicting resource uses which are usually 
ignored by the State Land Commission will be eliminated and better on-the- 
ground management to enhance watershed values can be implemented. 

WILDLIFE - This action could have a significant positive impact on wildlife 
resources. In some cases, State sections are located within areas where RL+l's 
goal is to preserve wildlife habitat. In these instances the State may want 
to allow development on these sections which will require access across 
lands. Access could involve road construction, fences, etc. which would 

public 

conflict with habitat preservation. Exchanging these State sections would 
provide an opportunity to prevent surface disturbance and- loss of wildlife 
habitat. 

. 

RECREATION - This action would have a significant positive impact on recreation 
resources. This impact is a result of eliminating isolated state sections 
located on public lands. The State's land management policies are usually 
directly opposed to the multiple use policies of the BLM as addressed in the 
rationale for the recommendation. 

ALTERNATIVE 1 (No Action) 

Continue with existing management policies 
to block state and public lands. 

and do not initiate exchange procedures 

MULTIPLE USE ANALYSIS 

WATERSHED - No action could result in significantly adverse impacts on the 
watershed resources. This is based on the assumption that State land managers 
are concerned with obtaining the greatest economic return from State section 
development. Efforts to correct surface abuse as a result of resource development 
are usually dependent on Federal controls placed on those public lands surround.ing 
the school section. No action would continue,this ineffective watershed 
management. 

.) 
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WILDLIFE - The no action alternative could have a significant negative effect 
upcn zildlife habi 'tat es;jecially those school sections identified as crucial- 
critical habitat. Again, the State Land Commission is directed to obtain the 
greatest econozlic return for their lands. This is usually in direct conflict 
with wildlife habitat protection. This no action alternative is just a 
continuation of this conflicting resource management. 

RECREATION - The no action alternative could have a significant adverse impact 
on the recreation programs k;hich have been established to preserve scenic and 
other recreation values that are of high public.interest. 

Management conflicts will continue to occur similar to the Cotter Corporation 
case where access across public lands designated as a wilderness study area 
(MSA) was required so the company could do exploratory drilling on a State 
section located in the 1!SA. Public lands identified for resource preservation 
cannot be adequately managed if State sections are interspersed throughout and 
resource development is encouraged on these school sections. This alternative 
does not resolve the problems caused by the different management objectives 
which sometimes develop. 

-, ‘I 
. 

27 



T h 2 c <. !' ,j t-. "' t :: 2 ‘00 ycc3,~f;c;:~~ /-ion p:r~s adci;;g,3 t 21 y show in the rationaies for the 
obj 2;t 1 : kd * '1 an, 1 r.~c;r.-,-~;;d& i; i c),i, The r;u]ti;j;e use di;aiySiS identified positive 
impacts to range, xatcrshed, Gldlife, and recreation. No serious adverse effects 
frcn tiljs rec;,;..:ei;,~,:~;'cr: ,i;ye id,>;'itffje.j ai;(] t~ie r:~;a~ive il;pact to the fqjnerals 
FrogrCn k;ould be o:.;t:/ei;hcd by the positive benefits that could occur to the 
general public, the BLr.1 and the State of Utah. 

This recommendation provides the F:LFl with the opportunity to designate and manage 
sc]ectei b:c,c%s of pusljc iand far r2sc'!;rc8z gps~y~aticp wi",hout j-he usual land 
use conflicts that occur when state school sections are present. This recomendat- 
ion will benefit both BLY and the State of Utah'in their respective mamdates for 
resource use on pzbiic laods. 

The recoxendation received support from tb ,,e District Multiple Use Advisory 
Council and r?,ore than half the public comments received. 

SUPPORT FIEE3S 

Implement the support needs identified under the specialist recommendation. 

--------------------------------------- 

DECISIOFJ L-3.1 

Accept the multiple use recommendation and the identified support needs. 

RATIONALE 

The rationales for the specialist and multiple use recommendations adequately 
discuss and support the desirability and need for this action. 

: 

. 

. 
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C"PP(7"T r!EEDS II'-__ 'AL--- 
-Ecal iy Specialist for Lands Report and initial investigation 
-Lnvircn?ental C\ssess:::ent 
-invi rorii.ir'rltal Coordinator 
-Clerical 

i,;; i;Ef',ALS - This action would have a positive impact on the mineral resource 
devclop;:ent program.. National park poiicy is to restrict all mineral exploration 
and development. Any effort to adjust the boundaries would provide additional 
opportunities to mining interests, 

RAXCE - As ident'ified in the rationale for the recommendation, this action 
woald have a positive impact to livestock grazing. The Park plans to phase 
out all livestock grazing by 1992. The recommendation would return a total 
22,360 acres for multiple resource use consideration. This action would 
maintain the availability of 1,690 AUIIs which are scheduled to be eliminated 
from livestock grazing. Three allotments (Sandy #2, Sandy 33 and the Hartnet), 
involving 8 permittees , would benefit from the boundary adjustment. That 
portion recommended to be included within the Park's boundary (8,320 acres on 
Jones.Bench and Little B'lack Mountain) is rated as unsuitable for livestock 
grazing (lack of water and access). There would not be a loss of AlJMs to the 
livestock industry as a result of these areas becoming part of the park. 

WATERSHED - If multiple use activities were to continue on those portions of 
the park to be adjusted, there would be a potential negative impact to watershed 
from continued grazing use and mineral exploration and development. This 
would not cause any long term impacts i,f proper rehabilitation and range 
management techniques were used. 

RECREATION - This action would have a negative impact to recreational values 
in the Bitter Creek Divide area. This area currently is under NPS management 
to preserve scenic values related to the Waterpocket Fold. If development were to 
occur in this area as a result of less restrictive BLM administration, recreat- 
ional and scenic values could be diminished. 

SOCIOECONOMIC - There would be a positive impact to the counties in terms of 
potential tax revenues and having the lands available for other resource uses. . 

ALTERNATIVE 1 (No Action) 

Take no action to coordinate a Capitol Reef National Park boundary adjustment 
with the Park Administration. 

MULTIPLE‘USE ANALYSIS 

RANGE - There would be a negative impact to the rangeland program if park bound-. 
ary adjustments were not made. Fencing would have to be undertaken to prevent 

'1 

livestock use on the Park's side. The costs involved with this project would 



RKOhlMENUATION-ANALYSIS-&CISiON CUI\ITIRUEO: 
- -.-___ ------.- -- ---_-___ ---- = . 

probably have to be sharxl by the Park and the permittee. Average cost to 
survey, desir;n and con 
the fencing i 

struct the fence could be as high as $5,000 per mile. If 
s not constructed, problems could develop between the Park and the 

permittec because! of livestock trespass. This would require more on-the-ground 
livestock supervision for both the permittee and Park personnel. 

There would also be a negative impact to those permittees whose allotments 
overlap onto the Park. Grazing is scheduled to be phased qut of the Park by 
1992, and by not having the Park boundary adjustment, up to 1690 AUMs would be 
lost to livestock grazing use. 

No other resources would be impacted from this no action alternative. 



-Area i:a;iager and staff to initiate boi;;;,&ry adjus-li::nr,t discussions. 

---_----_------------------_----I--_-I--- 

DECISION L-3.2 

Accept the multiple use recommendation and the identified support needs. 

RATIONALE 

The rationales for the specialist and multiple use recommendations adequately 
discuss and support the desirability and need for this action. . 



;;;;ie!rl County has indicated a dgsire to rea!ign and upgrade the Voton to Bullfrog 
: . !!kre sho:.rld this realigni.lent be author--?. 

public IarId uses? 
litd ~ithouf conflicting with other 

OBJECTI'!E 

Provide a t:xanspcrtation corridor for Garfield county's*portion of the ?iotom to 
Bullfrog ro:d. 

RilTI$::I,jLE 
----A 

Garfield County has taken steps to arznd tileir master plan to reflect an intent to 
upgrade arid rea?ign their portion of the Votorn to Bulffroy road. This road has 
been identified as an east-kest corridor bet?!een Boulder and Ticaboo for Garfield 
County. Current use of the road has been limited to recreationjsts, county vehicles, 
BLB personnel and a small segment of the permanent residents located in the ney/ -* 
tovi'll of 11c3boo. Garfield's master plan has estimated a 23 percent future populat- 
ion increase within the collnty and part of this increase will be a result of the 
uranium development expected around Ticaboo. This road will probably be used by 
ore trucks leaving Ticaboo and a road upgrade will be required to insure safety 
a'nd driveability. 

Bureau objectives are to manage the public lands in a manner that will provide 
the maximum benefit to the general public (BLM Kanual 1602.12). 

. 
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Establish a quarter mile corridor' on both sides of that portion of the Notom road 
lying within Garfield County on public lands administered by the BLM to provide 
for any future rsad realignment proposals. 

RATIC!1!AL.E - .-.---1 

The Garfield County Commission has indicated its desire to upgrade and realign 
varioils segments of the tlotom road. The County has not yet conducted a survey of 
the road so they are unable to be'site specific in their realignment proposals. 
Identifying a defined corridor in which any realignment will be authorized will 
aid in the identification of any adverse impacts to other resource values. 

The Federal Land !lanagement and Policy Act, Section 503, directs public land 
unaging agencies to rc:c,uire, to thg extent practicable, the utilization of 
existing corridors in order to minimize adverse environmental impacts and the 
profileration of separate rights-of-way. 

:Realty Specialist to provide Lands Report and initial investigation. 
-Environmental Assessment 
-Environmental Coordinator 
-Clerical 

MULTIPLE USE ANALYSIS 

No long-term adverse impacts were identified- with this action. The half mile- 
wide corridor would not cause any resource conflicts which could not be mitigated 
through proper construction techniques. 

The benefits from the road upgrading and realignment would be realized by the 
general public visiting the area for recreation purposes, the local residents of 

' the Bullfrog Marina and Ticaboo and any mining interests who need an access route 
on the west side of the Henry Mountains. BLM personnel would also benefit in 
terms of access for on-the-ground management. ,Short-term adverse impacts would 
occur to watershed and the general public during the construction phase. 

ALTERNATIVE 1 (No Action) 

Take no action to identify a realignment corridor and issue a right-of-way 
authorization when Garfield County submits a formal proposal for realignment, 

MULTIPLE USE ANALYSIS 

The impacts from this proposal would be the same as those identified under the 
multiple use ana'iysis for the recommendation (L-4.1) unless the realignment 
proposal deviate. s significantly beyond the half-mile wide corridor. In this 
case, an impact analysis would have to be conducted after it is known where the' 
road realignment is to actually occur. 
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r:'JLTIPLE USE RKO:?TE~l'D,!TIO~i L-4.1 -_ ---__I -.-_---------- 

Accept the s p:cialist reco:;nendation as written. 

RAT1 3;!ALE -.- 

The Garfield County Commissicn his inrlicatzd its desire to upgrade and realign 
various. Sl""'ents of 4.h 2 ,.42 NotoT p.0:~. Esta!~lis+ing the corridor provides the 
county a dtifined boundary blitnin IAich they could initiate realignment actions. 
It also proides the 8LFi tile oppor"iunity to guide read development in a manner 
which m!ects 3!.!1 land managxent r.L, ; c. r-fi\/3s L,.- ,;'*.. v < : .- and lo identify any areas ;;/hich k;ould 
be negatively impacted and require mitigating action, The need for and the 
benefits to be derived from the read improvement are recognized in the multiple 
use analysis and rationales for the objective and reccmmendation. 

SLJPPOPT !IEEDS : 

Implement the support needs identified under tile specialist recommendation. 

DECISION L-4.1 -- 

Accept the multiple use recommendation, and the identified support needs. 

RATIONALE 

The rationales for the specialist and multiple use recommendations adequately 
discuss and support the desirability and need for this action. 

. 



Nom0 (MFF) 

I!cnry :lol!rltain P.:$. 
---_ 

Activity 
La ntls 

Objective Nutnbrr 
L-S 

..- - z- -- - --__ -- . 
I SStrE 

The kiayne County !Gatcr Conservancy Oistrict (WICD) has proposed the construction 
0 f a (ic:in oil tl?? i-O),lC)- ;j’;:;:jf;t rf\/;r. Are public lands a\&ilable for this project 
ancl k:o:;l Ii there be conflicts with ,other public land uses? 

The \J~vne Counts i I Ad {later Co:;scrvancy District has made formal application to the 
Stat2 Engineer io ai)propi-iate i50 second feet of \;iater frOi;l itle lower Fremont 
River. The wattelc ~;ogld be stored behind an earth-filled dam, 170 feet high, 
creating a resewoir having an approximate SG,GOO acre-foot capacity. 

The project includes plans to build a l/3 -'O kil hydroelectric generating plant. 
This hydrotl 3 ectric facility would be used to help alleviate some of the required 
pumping costs associated with the irrigaL "ion of agricultural lands near Hanksville. 
Pumping energy requirements have been estimated to be 7'.9 million kMh/yr. 

BLM objectives a're to manage the'publi c lands in a manner that will provide the 
maximum benefit to the general.public (BLM Eanual 1602.12). 

. 
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.UNITED STATES 

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 

BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGErQ!ENf FRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS- OECISION 

&nehFP) 

Henry Mountain P.A. 
Activity 

Lands 
Rolerencs Number 

L-5.1 

RECOMl4ENDATION L-5.1 

Issue a right-ol'-way authorizatidn for those public lands needed in the con- 
struction of the Lower Fremont river reservoir if and when the project receives final 
approval. 

RATIONALE 

In June 1963, water *right application No. 32509 was approved by the State Engineer 
in favor of the Utah Water and Power Board (Division of Water Resources) for 
appropriation of 100 CFS of direct flow and storage of 50,000 acre-feet of water 
to be stored at the Aldrich dam site (See Lands URA map overlay). This water 
right has been held in trust for the benefit of the area and is to be used for 
the irrigation of 6,000 acres and municipal and stockwater purposes. 

Since the water project's initial qpproval, four other potential dam sites have 
been identified between the original Aldrich site and the town of Caineville. 
The Wayne County Water Conservancy District has filed Application No. 55858 with 
the State Engineer to appropriate 150.0 sec. ft. of water in Wayne County. The 
water is to be stored from January 1 to December 31 by means of an earth-filled 
dam. A notice to water users was posted in the local newspaper on April 9, 16, 
and 23, 1981. :'he Federal Land iilanagement and Policy Act of 1976 Section 501, 
authorized the granting of rights-of-way for reservoirs, canals, ditches, flumes, 
laterals, pipes,, pipelines, tunnels and other facilities and systems for the 
impoundment, storage, transportation, or distribution of water. 

SUPPORT NEEDS 

-Realty Specialist for lands report and initial evaluation 
-Environmental Impact Statement or Environmental Assessment upon determination of 

significance of impact 
-Environmental Coordinator 
-Clerical 

MULTIPLE USE ANALYSIS 

MINERALS -' The only negative impacts to mineral resources would be those caused 
by the inundation of public lands. This would negatively affect any mineral 
resources which would be lost to development as a result of the dam location. 

There could be a positive.benefit to mineral resources if water from the dam 
could be used for mining purposes. This would depend on the type of mining and 
its distance from the dam. 

RANGE - This action could have both'positive and negative impacts to the range- 
land users. Negative impacts would result from the inundation of public lands 
which would no longer be available for livestock use. Any range improvements 

-v 
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made by the perinittee and lost because of the water backing up behind the dam 
would have to tx C~::'j.‘?rlSG? t& , Pernittces affected by the dam through a loss of 
grazing rights ~otild have to be compensated and would have to be notified two 
years prior to th e disposal or the assignment of public lands for a public 
purpose project which precludes livestock grazing (4110.4.2(b)). 

Positive benefits would result from the application of this stored water for 
irrigation purposes. Additional forage could be grown with the use of this water 
on lar,ds that zrE: r,3,t T;;:! b,zinj cultivated. This could mean that up to 6,400 
acres could cone under cultivation with 79% of this being used for livestock 
feed. 

WATERSHED - The reservoir kiould serve as a flood control structure and help 
modify erosive flows downstream from the dam. The reservoir would also act as a 
silt trap during p?rriods of heavy flows helping to extend the life of Lake Powell. 

b!ILDLIFE - The prcpcse? resewsir weld have a significant positive impact on 
wildlife resources. The reservoir'would provide new habitat for many species 
such as migrant oaterfowl and snipe. Riparian areas that would be lost due to 
i nunda t.7 on iif::: l ii 1-t be ::itig~t-?d by enhancing and creating new shoreline and rip- 
arian areas beiok/ ti:e proposed dam. Eany small drainages that are mostly dry 
throughout the year could provide wildlife with a continuous water source by 
construction of small ditches and diversions along the river below the dam. 

RECREATION - This alternative would have a positive impact on recreation. 
Depending on the size of the reservoir and associated developments, new boating, 
swimming, fishing, and camping opportunities would occur in an area that currently 
does not have them. 

The Lower Fremont River Development study has estimated the reservoir, based on its . 
size, would provide an opportunity for 60,000 angler days. The study showed an 
angler day equivalent to $9.50, therefore the following benefits were estimated: 

Direct Benefit to Local Area 
6,000 visitor days x $9.50 = $57,000 

Direct Benefit to State 
'40,800 visitor days x $9.50 = $387,600 

Direct Benefit to Rest of Nation 
13,200 visitor days x $9.50 = $125,400 

SOCIOECONOMIC - This action could have substantial short-term negative impact 
to the infrastructure. The "Water Resource Development In The Lower Fremont 
River" study identified a 17 percent increase in population as a result of the 
project. This would be significant in terms of Wayne County's ability to provide 
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services for transient laborers. Most of the temporary population would live in 
mobile homes because vacant housing or transient housing is not available in the 
vicinity of the project. Advanced planning would be necessary to assure adequate 
housing and services if social and infrastructure impacts are to be mitigated. 

Positive impacts would result from increased annual earnings generated by the 
project which hav e 
$253,600 for the 

been estimated at S1.9 million for the agricultural sector, 
recre ation section and $293,965 for the construction sector 

according to the Lower Fremont iiiver Study. Increased tax' revenues to state and 
local governments would also occur. The study estimates that local tax revenues 
would increase by $63,400 as a result of increased earnings and by S200,600 
annually as a result of increased property tax revenues. 

ALTEWATIVE 1 (No Action) 

Take no action to provide public lands.for the Lower Fremont River reservoir 
project. 

MULTIPLE USE ANA:YSIS . 

No impacts were.identified from this alternative. Thos.e opportunities outlined 
in the multiple use analysis for'the recommendation (L-5.1) would be lost,, 

,. 
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F.ejpr;i the spzcislist rxc::;:z:ni-lat,ic,n. Dclfer ihe decision for this reco::::7~2ndation 
l:n"sil 2 fir::! pt-o;-.osd! is rccci;lzd and a site specific envi ronwrital assessi22nt 

is ccr:iiJleted. 

This reservoir project was initially identified as an issue in the pre- 

planning process Imore than two years ago. To date, there has not been a 

firm pronosal s::Sr;itted to the .>LY. Prohle~s Hahn de~e?oped hecc::~se of 
unfavorable geologic structures found under the proposed dam sites. Test 
drilling is new occurring approxiiiately ten miles down stream. from the 
original test sites. The 2L3 cwst com-!!~ct a site spcific environ-ental 
analysis on a ~,rc,.;:;pj rjai;t-of-:;c2y a~~ji.~a-+icn before it cc.;1 make a decision. 
Until the !;!ated- ConsorvanSy District locat.rs a suitable site and mz::es a 
formal right-of-xay appiication, the BLK will be hard pressed to make an 
inforwd decision concerning the use of public lands for the potential 
project. 

---------_----------------------- w-m..-.. 

DECISION L-5.1 

Accept the multiple use recommendation as written. 
, 

RATIONALE -- 

The rationale for the multiple- use recommendation adequately discus& the 
reason for this decision. 



I SSI!E > -- 

file blay?l? COUFltjt !,!zter Conservancy iIistrict has made a p+'opOSaT to supply 
j rrjGsLtjan ~:~t~l* for. use on ara5i.e lands lying in the vicinity of the Lo::ier _ 
Freinont river. Are arable public lands available and should these lands be 
put, up for disposal? . 

08 JEC-:I::/E el------- 

Provide arab?? public lands for djsgosal for agricultural purposes if irrigation 
water is imcie aVai'!able fro!? the Lc\,er Fremont River da,m project. 

RATIOi!,'iLE __---.-- 

This proposal relates to the proposed construction of the Lower Fremont River 
dam midnay bctwzn the east boundary of Capitol .Reef F!ational Park and the 
toi~n of Caincville (s ee Lands Activity Objective, L-5 and Lands, URA map 
overlay). This proposed dr?vclnpment project will provide k!ster to irrigate an 
additional 5,~~~ "LO acres of land. According to a Eiureau of Reclamation survey, 
approximately 16,000 acres of arable land were identified within the economic 
feasibility zow for irrigation using v:aters stored by.the potential dam. 

Bureau objectives are to manage the public lands in a manner that will provide 
'the maximum benefit to the general public, including the disposal of public 
lands and resources to help meet the people's need for the lands and their 
resources, and ,to contribute to the stability and orderly growth of dependent 
users, industries, communities and regions (BLM Flanual 1602.12). 

: 
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U?dITED STATES MamehFP) 

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR Uenry'J4ountain P.A. - 
BUREAU OF IAND MANAGEMENT Activity 

Lands 
MANAGEI”,SENT FRAMEWORK PLAN Reference Number 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 
n- - L-6.1 

RECO~lfiENDATION L-6.1 

As the need arises, dispose of those arable public lands which would be irrigated 
from waters provided by the construction of the Lower Fremont river dam, 

RATIONALE --_c1_ 

Water resource yield potential of the Lower Fremont river dam project has been 
estimated to be 45,000 acre-feet of water for irrigation purposes. Two separate 
irrigation schemes were studied and a plan to irrigate river flood plain lands. 
plus desert lands near Hanksville'would be implemented if the reservoir project 
is constructed (See Lands activity objective L-5 and Lands, URA map overlay). 
Agricultural crop production appears to be the highest and best use of those 
lands in the project area identified in the "Water Resource Development In The 
Lower Fremont River" study. 

Disposal could be accomplished by either public sales, Desert Land Entry or 
Csrey Act grants subject to the required stipulations for each process. . 

SUPPORT NEEDS 

-Realty specialist for lands report and initial investigation 
-Mineral Leasing Status 

.-Environmental Assessment ycT' 
-Environmental Coordinator 

:. 

-Solicitor's Title Insurange Opinion - 
-State Office appraisal 
-CJericaJ 

MULTIPLE USE ANALYSIS 

MINERALS - This action would have an adverse impact to mineral exploration in 
the area if title to the lands passes from the federal government into private 
hands. Access could be encumbered for drilling or any possible development. 
There would aJso be an adverse impact to those people holding leases or mining 
claims on any lands identified for disposal. 

These impacts could be mitigated by a record and field search to identify if those 
areas recommended for disposal have mineral claims or leases. The mineral 
estate should be retained by the federal government. 

RANGE- Impacts from this recommendation woufd be the same as those described 
'for the muJtipJe use analysis for Recommendation L-5.1. 

WATERSHED - This action would have a positive impact in terms of increased 
vegetative cover on lands that are essentially barren. Soil retention would 

-. 
) increase and sediment loss from rain storms should decrease. Approximately 

. ..I . . : -_ . 
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800 to 1000 acres of public land identified as arable have been given a 
scv:!rc erosion cohcfi "Lion classification. Increasing the vegetative cciver on 
this land as a result of cultivation practices should help stabilize this 
ccndition. 

WILDLIFE - This action would have a significant positive impact to wildlife 
resources. -Supplying water to fauna in a now arid land would increase present 
populations and attract net! species into the area. Ditches and irrigated 
lands would provida no habitat for upland game birds such as pheasants and 
quail, and provide food for migratory birds, such as morning doves and water- 
fowl. Areas currently receiving .little use from wildlife could potentially 
develop into importalit su::c:er and/or winier habitat. Additional riparian 
habitat would provide for a diversity of birds including raptors. 

RECKEATICF! - The reccr;c:endation would have a positive impact to recreation 
because these lands would provide habitat for various species of birds. 
tian-Ling opportunities could be expected to develop in ne>l areas in and around 
the nearly developed fields. 

SOCIOECO:IOiJIIC - Positive impacts on infrastructure and the socio-economic 
segment would be the same as those described under L-5.1. There would be 
increased tax revenues available for local and state governments and a potential 
for increased earnings to local farmers and ranchers through the use of irrigation 
waters. 

The Lower Fremont River water development study estimated that agricultural 
benefits from the additional irrigation water could be as high as $1,146,500 
if high value crops are increased from the current 6% to 21% of total production. 
The study also.shows that if crop pattern does,not change and all additional 
water is used to increase alfalfa production, revenues from the irrigation 
project, could be as high as $795,000 annually. 

Positive impacts would also result to irrigators in the Torrey area by making 
it possible for them to divert more water than is presently allowed. If the 
dam is constructed, lower valley users could obtain their full allocation 
without requiring farmers around Torrey to reduce.their diversions in the late 
summer as they are presently required. This could affect up to 800 acres in 
the Torrey area. 

ALTERNATIVE 1 (No. Action) 

Take no action to provide public lands to accomodate the irrigation program 
planned if the Lower Fremont River reservoir is completed. 

M!!LTIPLE USE A!lALYSIS 

No impacts were identified from this alternative. Those opportunities outlined 
in the multiple use analysis for the recommendation,(L-6.1) would be lost. > 



Rejcci the sycial ist ru::o,i~.i~-_~n:Si ticn. Ocfcr the decision for this recoinwndation 
CI:-til a fox21 Gr 7 lglication(s) is received and a site specific environalcntal 
assessment is cori;pieted. 

Section 102(a)(l) of the Federal Land Policy and 2anagemen.t Act of 1976 declares 
that "the public lands be retained in Federal ownership, unless as a result of 
the land use planning procedure provided for in this Act, it is determined that 
disposal of a particular parcel will serve the national interest." To date, 
the W4 has not received any formal applications for public lands in relation 
to the potential Lcwer ~f2nont River Dam Project. The BLri cannot make an 
infonxd tlccision as to kih e:tl:er a disposal wotild serve the public interest 
until the public lands desired are specifically identified. 

A site specific environmental assessment is also required'before a decision can 
be rendered. Such an assessment cannot be conducted until a formal application(s) 
is received. 

DECISION L-6.1 

Accept the multiple use recommendation. 

RATIONALE 
, 

The rationale for the multiple use recommendation adequately discusses the 
reasons for this decision. 

. 
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ISSk -- 

Private lands located on the k;2s% sid2 of ?^it. Ellen havz'bccn offered for exchange 
for public lands lying in t!le vicinity of :iotoin Bench. Are these private lands 
desirable for CLII’s resosrcc program and shotild an exchange be initiated? 

08JECTIVt _----- 

Provide ililblic lands in exchange for private lands in the planning area. 

RAT1 Oli.:LE ----- 

This proposal relates to an exchange offer maa.- '0 by an individual owning private 
prooerty on the west side of I?t. Ellen. In exchange for this private property, the 
ind;vidl;al would like to acquire public lands lying in the vicinity of ?iotorn Gench 
for agricultural purposes. 

I 
Bureau objectives are to zanage the public lands in a nanner that will provide the 
maximw benefit to the general public which includes the cffsposal of public lands 
and resotirces to help oezt the people's need for th, 0 lands and their resources, and 
to contribute to the staijility and orcierly growth of dependent users, industries, 
c,omr:!ui;ities and regions (3iJl Plantial 1602.32). 

. 
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RECOI:XrlDATlOH L-7.1 --- 

Provide public lands in -1-h e iiot.om’Bench vicinity in exchange for private lands 
lying on the \iest slope of Mt. Ellen. The lands to be exchanged wi 11 be of 
equal value as determined through a land appraisal, 

The private lands inftially offered lie in T. 31 S., R. IO .E., Sections 17 
( E!Lt;l:j!i,S~!lrllEII, SE$,, .C?,S',.'i;) , 20 (i!+!k, S&K!!:<) , 21 (&TW~, SE&Hbl&) , and section 
28 (r~E+f!Eg, $!:;;E'-i, y$~~::.;~~~, y$‘z~E$) , These ?ands should be acquired if possible 
because they lie within crucial-critical bison range. The Utah Division of 
Wildlife Resources identifiei r' this crucial-critical range as being “highly 
sensitive” to surface disturbance. 

These lands have also been given a Class II visual resource management classifi- 
cation which suggests manage:r:ent actions not to be evident in the characteristic 
lmdsc?p. Any de;elopzent by the property o!;lner could be in conflict with the 
visual characteristics of the area. These lands are needed to aid the scenic 
integrity of the Vlt'4 classification. 

There is also an access problem to public lands lying adjacent to this private 
property. The road which crosses the private property is usually closed to 
vehicles. Because the topography of the area is characterized by steep slopes, 
construction of another road is impractical. Acquiring this prope.rty would 
eliminate this problem. 

Management of the area which lies in the Nasty Flat allotment would be improved 
if the private land could be added to BLM administration. This area has been . 
characterized by steep slopes and fragile soils. Public ownership would 
provide an opportunity for a viable management program that would not be hindered 
by isolated private land tracts. 

SUPPORT NEEDS 

-Realty specialist for lands report and initfal investigation 
-State Office appraisal 
-Environmental Assessment 
-Environmental Coordinator 
-Solicitor's Title Insurance Opinion 
-Clerical 

MULTIPLE USE ANALYSIS 
. . 

MINERALS - This action would have a positive impact by opening up the north- 
western part of Mt. Ellen to mineral entry.., The mineral potential of these 



- - ---_ ---.--.----.--___-___ --. -- ---- 
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lands is unknown, therefore, the ii;:Fc? ct would be considered insignificant. A 
negative impact .to the minerals program could result from exchanging the 
Federal lands, currently open to mineral entry, into private ownership. This 
impact could be ~mitigatecl if the mineral estate were retained by the Federal 
government. Otherwise the impacts would probably cancel each other. 

RANGE - In terms of range management, the exchange would result in a discernible 
improvement because t':;e la? , d desired by the EL14 is presently under an exchange 
of use agreement which gives the Bureau livestock grazing authorization. The 
BLM has authorized the permittee full grazing rights without taking into con- 
sideration the heavy use made by.buffalo in the area. The -exchange would 
correct this situation by considering buffalo use, resulting in a balanced use, 
and would also afford the opportunity for rehabilitation of the area. 

There would be a negative impact to those rangeland users who have been authorized 
grazing privileges on those public lands desired. by the private party. The 
number of ALINs lost would depend on the number of acres of public land it 
would take to be equal to the private land desired and which public lands 
would be chosen,, 

WATERSHED - The private lands are characterized by steep slopes and sensitive 
soils, and the watershed is now in a stable to slight erosion condition class. 
A.ny development on the private ground could significantly affect the surrounding 
public land. Aquisition of the private ground near Mt. Ellen could enhance 
the management of a sensitive watershed.. 

. 

WILDLIFE - The proposed land exchange on the west side of Mt. Ellen would have 
a significant positive impact on wildlife, especially bison and deer. UDWR 
has identified this area as crucial-critical deer and bison summer range. 
Based on this classification, these wiidlife species are highly sensitive to 
surface disturbing activities. Any development of the private lands would 
seriously conflict with wildlife goals to preserve the area to benefit deer 
and bison. The only practical way to avoid this resource use conflict would 
be to implement the exchange. 

RECREATIOM - The land proposed in the exchange is adjacent to a WSA (050-238) 
and adjacent to the most popular hiking trail in the district (175 visitor 
days). Therefore, it is of high recreational' interest. This action would 
benefit recreation because acquisition by BLM would assure that recreation, 
wilderness and visual resources (which have been identified as VRF1 Class II) 
would be a major consideration in the area's management. Also, sightseeing 
opportunities related to wildlife (i.e. buffalo) would be preserved and made 
available to the public. 

SOCIOECON01lIC -. This recommendation complements Lands recommendation L-2.1 
which was to eliminate the access problem to Starr Flat. This recommendation' 
would eliminate the need to invoke potentially costly easement procedures. 
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Take no action TV exchange public lands located in the Notom Bench area for 
private lands 10" I-ated on the west side of Mt. Ellen. 

tWLTIPLE USE ANALYSIS 

If the private lands lying on th, 0 west side of Vt. Ellen are developed, 
serious conflicts could result with BL:-1 res0urc.e manage!nent goals as identified 
under the multiple use analysis for the recommendation (L-7.1). Range, 
watershed, wildlife and recreation values are all conside,red under BLM's 
multiple use concepts and negative impacts are usually mitigated when one 
resource use conflicts with another. A lack of control over private lands 
eliminates this balanced use of the resources which is strived for on public 
lands, 

. 

‘, 
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Homn!h\i: ?) 
Henry flountain !).A. -.-- 

hclivity 

Lands 

MULTIPLE USE RECOI;lI~lEf~DATION L-7.1 

Accept the specialist recommendation a- 3 written with the following modification: 

a. Do not limit the exchange for public lands *to the Notom Bench area. 

RATIOMLE 
. 

The need for acquiring private lands on the west side of Fit. Ellen was adequately 
shorten in the rationale and multiple use analysis. It would be desirable to 
obtain all the privat e lands if an acceptable arrangement can be worked out with 
the current oklners. 

This recomlnendation received the support of the District Multiple Use Advisory 
Council and more than half of the public comment submitted. 

SUPPORT NEEDS 

Implement the support needs identified under the specialist recommendation. 

--------.-------------------------- - .w w. - - 

DEiCISION L-7.1 

Accept the multiple use recommendation and the identified support needs. 

'RATIONALE 

. 

The rationales for the specialist and multiple use recommendations adequately 
discuss and support the desirability and need for this action. 





Idhich public lands should !.x declared acceptable/suitable for future coal 
developi::ent. 

OBJECTIVE --- 

1derit.i fy ~!;OSC federal coal lands within- the Henry Mountain coal field that 
.I. ., I -8 n are CCCC;>~~JI~ for' future ~031 develop~ieilt. 

t 
R.&T1 c:;:'::.s ---- . - 

The tknry i.lountain Planninq Unit lies zithin the area defined by the kpartlnent 
of Energy as the iJinl,- *g Soutlhwst Utah coal region. The first coal leasing 
target for this regfon, ttihich consists of several tracts on the iianti-Lasal '. , 
National Forest and in the Xoab District, is scheduled for later this year. 
The first leasing target for this region is scheduled for 1385. Those 
lands that are found suitable .in the Henry Kountain field will be reviekved 
by industry and the I!SGS for tract delineation and rar!k!'ng, prior to 
the scheduling of a lease sale. . . 
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Through application of the coal unsuitability criteria as defined in 43 CFR 
3461, colisid;,r the folloxifig Federal coal lands within the Henry Mountain 
coal field as acceptable for future coal leasing and surface and/or underground 
mining development: 

T. 27 S., R. 9 E. T. 27 S., R. 10,E. 
Sec. 3: All Sec. 30: w-y& 
Sec. 9: NE%, S$* Se c . 3 1 : W$!4~2 
sec. 10,ll: All 
Sec. 13: S& 
Sec. 14,15: All 
Sec. 20: E$ 
Sec. 21,22,23,24,25,26,27,28: All 
$2~. 29: EL&, E+ 
Sec. 33,34,35: All 

. 

T. 30 S., R. 9 E. T. 30 S., R. 10 E. 
Sec. 20: S& Set . 1 9 : SWW& 
Sec. 27: 95 Sec. 20: S4SW%, S&SE% 
Sec. 28,29,33,31,33,34: All Sec. 29: NW%, NW% 

Sec. 30: E+NE%, NE+SE4 
Sec. 35: N& , N$SW% 

T. 31 S., R. 8 E. 
Sec. 1,3,4,9,10,11,12,13,14,15,21,22,23,24,25,26,27: All 
Sec. 28: EYt!$, Er/, 
Sec. 33: E$E% 
Sec. 34: 34,35: All 

T. 31 S., R. 9 E. 
Sec. 4,5,6,7,8,9: All 
Sec. 15: iti+ 
Sec. 77, 18, 19, 20, 21: All 
Sec. 22: W+ 
Sec. 27: V5 
Sec. 28,29,30,31,32,33: All 
Sec. 34: W+i 

T. 32 S., R. 8 E. 
Sec. 1, 3 : All 
Sec. 9: SW%, E% 
Sec. 10,11,12,13,14,15: All 
Sec. 17mSW%, E$ 
Sec. 20,21,22,23,24,25,26,27,28,29,33,34,35: All 

T. 32 S., R. 9 E. 
Sec. 1,3,4,5,6,7,8,9,10,11,14,15,17,18~19,20,~1,22,23~~ All 
Sec. 24: SW% 
Sec. 25,26,27,28,29,30,31,33,34,35: All 
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T. 33 S., R. 8 E. 
Secl 1,3,4: All 
Sec. 8: All ELti lands 
Sec. 9,10,11,12,13,14,15: Al-l 
sec. 21: All BLM lands 
Sec. 22,23,24,25,26,27: All 
Sec. 28: All BLM lands 
Sec. 33, 34: All SLE.1 lands 

Sec. 35: All 

. 

T. 33 S., R. 9 E. 
Entire Township, exclusive of Sections 2, 16, 32, 36 

T. 33 S., R. 10 E. 
Sec. 7: S& 

T. 34 S., R. 8 E. 
Sec. 1: All Sec. 12: All 
Sec. 3, 10, 11: All BLM lands . Sec. 13,14: All BLM lands 

T. 34 S., R. 9 E. 
Sec. 1,3,4,5,6,7,8,9,10,11,12,13,14,15,17,18,19,20,21,22,23,24,25: All 
Sec. 27:. NW% 
Sec. 28, 29: All 

T. 34 S., R. 10 E. 
Sec. 6,7,8,9,10,11,12,13,14,15,17~18,19,20,21,22,23,24,25,26,27,28: All 
Sec. 29: N$, SE% 
Sec. 30: NEk 
Sec. 33: All 
Sec. 34: Nsi 
Sec. 35: All 

T. 34 S., R. 11 E. 
Sec. 7,18,19,30: All 
Sec. 31: N$, N%% 

T. 35 S., R. 10 E. 
Sec. 4: N%N% 

TOTAL: 143,800 acres 

RATIONALE 

The coal resources found within the Henry Mountain field are sufficient to sustain 
a considerable amount of coal development over the foreseeable‘future. The re- 
coverable reserve base calculated by Dames and Moore as part of the Coal Resource \ 
Occurrence/Coal Development Potential-(CROICDP) contract was estimated at 157 
million tons. This reserve base calculation was limited by the general lack of 
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coal measurement points and by the lack of access to proprietary data. Doelling 
(1972) estim L'i "~4 that 230.9 million tons of recoverable reserves exist in the 
field. 

The 143,800 acre area recommended for application of the unsuitability study 
is considerably larger than the area covered by the Henry Mountain KRCRA 
boun,dary (4?,092 acres). A larger area for application of the criteria has 
been recoTnended for a number of reasons. Meadowlark Farms holds 11,360 
acres of Preference Right Lease Applications within the coal field. Only 
7,120 acres of the applications lie within the.KRCRA. In addition, the 
present configuration of the K$CFA does not correspond well to the coal 
resource limits of the coal field. If industry expressions of interest 
result in tract delineations outside of the present KRCRA boundary, USGS has 
indicated that the present KRCRA could be readily adjusted. Furthermore, 
application of the criteria to a larger area will preclude the requirements 
for planning updates or amendments for future tract delineations and lease 
sales in the area. 

SUPPORT NEEDS 

-Industry nominations 
-USGS Tract delineations 
-USGS support bf KRCRA Ad.justments 
-Processing of lease applications. 

- 

COAL UNSUITABILITY ANALYSIS 

The application of the coal tinsuitabili ty criteria and the results of the 
analysis are located in the next section of this MFP document entitled "Coal 
Unsuitability Analysis". 



RATIOi!Al.E 

Public lands excluded from surface mining operations and various surface 
disturbing activities ;:sre detar:;:ine~ through the application of the coal 
lfnc,:!; ';;:5i; ; t;/ criteria as defined in the F cderal v-e-- Register, Vol. 44, Ko. 140, 
July :2, lCj;?g. 

SUPPORT NEEDS . 

Implement the-support needs identified under the specialist recommendation. 

Accept the multiple use r ecommendation and the identified support needs. 

RATIOFIALE 

The coal unsuitability analysis conducted on the coal study area for the 
Henry Mountain Planning Area has identified those public and private lands which are 
suitable for surface and subsurface mining operations where the Federal government 
has retained the mineral estate. This study was submitted to the public and 
other government entities for their comment on the adequacy of the analysis. 
As a result, the findings of the study have received public support and an 
endorsement from the Governor of the State of Utah concerning the protection 
of critical habitat for wildlife species of high interest to the State. 
Various stipulations wre developed to assure .adequate,protection to plant and 
animal species which may have been inadvertently overlooked or because inventory, 
data was not available. The coal unsuitability criteria were applied in an 
objective manner Gt'nout unduly penalizing potential coal development projects 
while at the same time providing for the protection of habitat for various 
plant and animal species. This decision reflects BLFl’s obligation to.meet tt7e 
requirements of law and to find a balance between resource use and resource 
protection. 



. TSS:!E -- 

Several oil md gas cztf2ory classifications on public lands in the planning 
arza no lo!:gzr. neet mfia~r..lent needs. :!hich public lands should be reclass- 

. ified into diiferent oil and gas categories? 

t:!hcrc possiblz?, r:axi;r;izc? the potential of oil Grid gas production vlithin the 
pla:Xli:;~~~ ared by alloying continued leas ing and exploration activities. 

RF~TICI'A!.E -_--- 

Petrolcurl and natural gas are conzodities 1 'dcntified by the Directors of the 
USGS and Uui*eau of Zincs as of "cmr?ellins r?atimal sianificaqcc". One of the p-L-.---r- 
long-tern 

---w - -"--,,, 
objectives of the Bureau of Land ?anagemnt 1s to PiZ1.t: enrrgy fnin- 

erals available for use consisten t with national energy policies and related 
demand. Denaads for crude oil, which in the past have risen at a rate of four 
percent a year, have stabilized in the past %wo years. The United States 
currelitly imports 45 percknt of its oil. 

Rock units that underlie thy! planning area have brovided favorable.environnents 
for the accumlation of hydrocarbons in areas to the north, east, and south. of 
the planning area. If structural or s.tratigraphic traps exist within the 
planning area, they will be discovered with continued exploration activity. 

SUNHARY OF PROPOSED ACTIONS AND ALTERNATIVES 

A. Proposed Actions 

M-2.7.No Action - Maintain existing Oil and Gas Category 1 and 2 
leasing categories. 

M-2.2 Convert existing Category 3 and 4 designations to Category l.and 2 
for Oil and Gas leasing. 

B. Alternatives 

1. Change Category 1 designations wit? enviro?iJentally sensikive 
resources to a Category 2 with special stipulations for Oil and Gas 
Leasing. 

2. kraintaih E~~IJ~I- !.,:zsh Canyc;n 2nd the Li ktie Rockies Cztqol-y 4 ?.:signaticn. 

3. b{o Action - iiaintain cxisti~~ Oil agd C~S c.-..';~~3l) r-y 3 a;>i, q -I = _ px;jq 
categories. . . 

DESCRIU'ICN OF EXISTIHC E"IVIR!l'i!:EFIT . -- 
A dhscription of t!!e exi 5 i;;'i;g c-rllii rof;,::.:gt can be fo!jnd i!l ~~~i~ Ugi t ?er;.o,:irce 
Analysis (WA) for the Henry !!ountain Planning Area and other portions of tk 
MFP as indicated in the analysiS. 1 

. 
. 
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Catccorv 2 - on2l-l Ar2a Siih;cct to Special Stinulakions . 
--I..-.--.-.~~---- J ------.--L--_-m : 

Catzqorj/ 3 - Onnn .Arza ---- .-c-z--- , Pi0 Surface Occurianc:, cti?ulation ---.-,-AL",L-'- 

Specific areas of land considered valuable for oil and gas leasing but having 
other outstanding resource values that could be irreparably darnaged or destroyed 
if surface distgrbznce is allo;led. The areas v/ill not exceed one lrlile in 
width a~;i p/ill be less if exploration activities can occur from only one side 
of the area. 

Cateqor-y 4 - ----- Sxpended or PO Leas? Area -- - 

A.reas having other significant resource values.that will require additional 
planning and consideration before commitment to oil and gas leasing or where 
studies have determined that oil and gas leasing activities are not compatible 
with the primary managemen t objective of the specific area. 

Oil and das Leasing Special Stipulations 

The following special stipulations ar, 1 in addition to the lease telms and 
standard stipulations, and are necessary to protect specific resdurce values 
on the lease area. If four;d to be in the pllblic interest, these stipulations 
nay be ryade less restrictive n:?2n specifically approved in writing by the 
District Engineer, Geological Survey and the authorized officer of the Federal 
surface ~anageri2nt agency. 

1. A!1 of the lznr! :In t!lis ?e?se is included in !recreation or scecial area, 
~ -,--., T:;ar2FsrF, e +z ~ ) . i13 i~<C~j~:~.ljC!J Or i4i S tea!!",?.flcP Or t,!$J Cijf‘i'c<!ze 

-=- -,----.- -~--- oT-rl:e-'i;xd 
d. 

C,s-<,Aii~~,f ii] thij lci!:;? is &,~'-'".J -p;e Gjj??, , iL.-A, tiG'<;y;.:-I', ;;;a;/ ~xpi~j t 
th2 oil and ~3s reSo:rces in this leas;? by di~xtions? drilling from 
sites outside this lease. If a proposed drilling site lies on land 
adrainistered by the Rureau of Land ilanagzient, a remit for use of the 

. sit2 onus t LJ., Lo ob:.3in5d from the C::I aat~;::riz~~d officer beFore drilling or 
other development begins. Use of stipulation requires GS concurrence.) (Note: 

i 
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3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7, 

8. 

9. 

10. 

Engineer of the U.S. Znological S:i;'!i2;~, with the concurrence ilf the authorize,? 
officer of the Federal zjJr-;LiCe Ei:agcr:;!?nt agQr]Cy. 

No occupancy or other surfacehisturbance krill be allol;!ed on slopes in excess 
of pf3%?tlt, !;titflOut wri ttC;l pel7iii Ssio7l fro!:! --^ t?e District Engineer 0' 
the U.S. Geoiogicdl Survey, with the concurrence of the authorized officer 
of the Federal s~rrface fXt;IZ~%22?nt agency. 

'In 0rd:tr to :.mini7ize ',-- ---.,-- $;a"i~rs'?ed r!.y!s.qs 
etc. ) exp :ora~lon~i'FiXj-, 

, protect incortant '$easonal wild1 if.2 
habitat, --r-- a n d 
------- 

o~~~~~c~u"i);liOtlt-3C~~~tYi.iirl-~e 
allowed only (during the period frcn 
over a snow cover, frozen wound!, l%??-i-i~~tation'does 

during dry soil period 

enance and operation of t!le prodking wells. 
not auolv to maintt 

Exceptions to thik limitation 
in any year may be specifically authorized in writing by the District 
Engineer of the U.S. Geological Stirvey,- with the concurrence of the author- 
ized officer of the Federal surface management agency, 

In order to minimize watershed damage, during muddy and/or wet periods 
the authorized officer of the Federal surface management agency, through 
the District Engineer of the U.S. Geological Survey, may prohibit 
exploration, drilling or other development. This limitation does.not 
apply to maintenance and operation of producing wells. 

The (Trail/Road ) V/ill not be used as an access road for activities 7.-- on tnis letiss2, exce;?t as follo>;s: (?fo exceptions, weekdays during 
recreation sC-?scn, etc.). 
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=‘, ---‘__---=~----=~‘~~,--- ---.- ---.-- -- 

RECrjlliWZATIOFI H-2.1 (No Action Alternative) __--- 

Eaintsin the st(?tus of a17 public lands in the planning area that are currently 
in Category 1 and 2 for oil and gas leasing and allow for continued leasing, 
exploraticn, arid drilling activities on these lands. 

RATIO"!ALE 

Geop~lysjcal explor ation has been conducted throughout the planning area. 
Approxi;;;atelJ r Fii3 exploration holes have been drilled, but no production has 
resulted. biith th? excT?tion of the cores of the Henry >!ountains, the planning 
area is underlain by scdlnentary rocks that are thodght to contain structural 
or stratigraphic traps that contain hydrocarbons. 

Catrc;c~ry 1 and 2 cIesignaticns all OX for the leasing and exploration for oil and 
gas and at the sake tiqe protect other surface resources. The regulations in 
43 CFR 3045 and 3100 and the Hultipoint Surface Use and Operations Plan govern 
exploration onerations. 

SUPPORT NEEnS __--- ,.. . . . 

-Su;:p'le~:ent the 1974-75 Oil and Gas EA 
LResubmittal of category designations 
-Process Notices of Intent and Applications for Perniit to Drill 

MULTIPLE USE AFIALYSIS 

MINERALS - This proposal would allow for the- continued leasing of public lands 
for oil and gas development with the least restrictions to the industry. This 
action would encourage oil and gas development by keeping public lands available 
for such use. Because there is limited data on the actual deposits in the 
planning area, this proposal would encourage further exploration and help 
determine the true value of the oil and gas resource. 

RANGE - There could be a short-term negative impacton livestock grazing and 
range study sites. Drilling operations require sump pits for the purpose of 
collecting all wastes (i.e., oils, etc.). These pits have shown to be detrimental 
to livestock when they inadvertenly drink the material. Drilling operations 
could disturb or destroy comparison areas and/or study sites. Two such incidents 
have occurred in the past two years. This recommendation also conflicts with 
range recon:aendation, ACEC/E;+l which recommends a Category 2 no surface occupancy 
stipulation to protect range study plots (these areas are currently in Category 
1). Any activity which could disturb the surface vegetation in these areas would 
make the sites useless in terms of comparison areas. A more restrictive designation 
is required to adequately protect these sites. 

.." 
., 
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W,4TERSliED - There would be negative impacts to riparian areas and watershed 
because of the nat!lrc of oil and gas exploration and the surface disturbing 
activities nof;:lally associated with it. Access roads and drill site locations 
can and cio destroy natural habitat and have a deleterious effect upon watershed. 
Most of the impacts can be mitigated and are, but the effects of the disturbed 
areas remain for many years. Some Category 1 areas such as riparian habitat, 
special management areas (SICECs) and areas with special recreational, wildlife 
and scientific values ~;:or~Td be more adequately protected from surface disturbing 
activities related to oil and gas activities with the use of a Category 2 
designation. 

iJItDLIiE - Category 1 classification does not provide the specific protection 
that Category 2 special stipulations would insure and could result in sub- 
stantial degradation to big 9~~2 crucial-critical habitats, relic areas, 
ecological refuges, and riparian ecosystems that are currently in Category 1. 
As such, this recomaendation is in direct opposition to wildlife recommendations 
WL-1.2, WL-3.1, ACEC/WL-1.2, and AdEC/WL-1.3, and would have a high adverse 
impact on these wildlife objectives. The above mentioned areas are all 
sensitive to surface disturbing activities especially those related to oil 
and gas activities and require a more restrictive leasing category to prevent 
any adverse impact. 

: 

RECREATION - This action conflicts with recreation recommendation R-6.1 which 
recommends protective .-I.. ctipulations on oil and gas leasing at Susans Rock 
Shelter and the need to protect the Bull Creek Archaeological District. Bull 
Creek is listed on the National Register and has been designated an archaeological 
district. Susans Rockshelter has potential for the National Register. 
Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (1966) requires extensive 
consultation with the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation for any 
surface-disturbing proposals affecting National Register Sites and Districts - 
and the development of mitigation measures to protect the sites. As explained 
in R-6.1 the category 2 stipulation related to "no surface occupancy" on 40 
acres is desirable at the Susans Rock Shelter to protect the site's integrity 
from both direct and indirect impacts. 

The Bull Creek Archaeological District has over 100 sites identified on 1,900 
acres of public and private land and there is,a high potential for the discovery 
of additional sites. It is highly unlikely that drilling operations and the 
associated access routes in this area could avoid significant direct and 
indirect destruction of the sites without extensive mitigating measures 
(' 
t&e* ' 

excavation of sites which would be disturbed) as required under 36 CFR 

The proposed action would not satisfactorily protect either of these two 
areas. Surface disturbance could easily impair the sensitive archaeological 
values known to exist and a more restrictive leasing category is needed. 
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This action also conflicts with recommenddticn R-7.2 which recommends Category 
2 desig:iation with a "no surface occupancy" stipulation to protect geological 
and paleontological values from disturbance on 1G3 acres in Jet Basin (see 
recreation recommendation rationale, R-7.2 for full discussion of the resource). 
Maintaining the oil and gas category 1 (open leasing) on this area could 
result in signif icant da;:age to the Jet resource. 
Sg;-yey's <dent j 

Because of the U.S. Geological 
fication of the area as one of the most important sources of 

jet material, steps must be taken to protect this source. The proposed 
action fails to do this because the lease would authorize access and surface 
disturbing activities (rs3ad and drill pad construction and associated actions) 
which could significantly alter the area's value for scientific and collecting 
purposes. 

This action conflicts with reccmendation R-1.3 whi'ch recotinends Category 2 
designation zith a net surface cccupancy stipulation to protect the scenic, 
recreational, and geological values on 1,760 acres in the Pink Cliffs area 
south of St. tiillers. Under the prcposed leasing categor'y, oil and gas ex- 
ploratirJn and pl-oducti cn activity could cause significant impacts to recreat- 
ional, scenic and g?o?ogical values. Mogt of this area is characterized by 
steep slopes wh.ich would require extensive alterning to provide a suitable 
platform for drilling. This would directly conflict with the area's scenic 
and intcrpretiv 12 values and would negatively impact the public's view of the 
Pink Cliffs. A more restrictive leasing category is required to protect the 
area's recreational values. 

This action conflicts with the recreation ACEC recommendation, ACEC/R-1.1, 
which recommends protective stipulations for the Blue Hills (see the rationale 
for ACEC/R-I.1 for full discussion of resource values). This defined area 
with 66,000 acres has been identified as having significant recreational, 
scenic, and scientific values requiring special management attention. This 
area is characterized by Mancos shale formations with deep gully development 
as a result of processes of discontinuous erosion, castrophic washout, headcut 
migration, and mass movement. These features all contribute to the area's 
value for recreation. The proposed leasing category would authorize unrestricted 
access especially during wet seasons. Oil and gas activities during such 
seasons could 'lead to indirect destruction of erosion plots and interfere 
with the existing natural erosion rates. Such activity would also directly 
impact the scenic values because of the fragile nature of the surface soils. 
The area's.susceptibility to scarring and increased erosion during wet seasons 
require a more restricted leasing category to prevent such impairment. 

This action conflicts with recreation recommendation, ACEC/R-1.2, which 
recommends protective stipulations in the canyons of Dirty Devil River (see 
the rationale for ACEC/R-1.2 for full discussion of the resource values). As 
outlined in ACEC/R-1.2, 64,000 acres along the Dirty Devil River have been 
identified as having important and significdnt recreational and scenic values 

*'. requiring special management attention. The proposed action fails to provide 



ad~quatc protection for these recreation values. The area's rugged terrain 
concentrate access routes in the canyons along ripar-ian areas which are also 
recreation travel routes and irlpor'tant wildlife habitat. Activities associated 
Kit21 oi 1 and gas eXp!oration and production 2:OiJld be in direct conflict with 
these recreation values. In many cases, these values could be lost for a 
long period of time due to the area's dry climate and the difficulty of 
rehabilitating disturbed vegetation. A more restrictive leasing category is 
needed to pre5crl.e the valties id'ontifie3 in the rationale for ACEC/R-1.2. 

SOCIOECO:t3i4IC - This action would have a positive impact to.state and local 
govern;;;er;tal units and to the po tcntial to increase elnployment from oil and 
gas develop:;:ent. The State currently receives 50 percent of all royalties 
and leases (total of Sl per acre per year) collected by the Federal government 
on public lands. Keeping these lands in the ieast restrictive categories 
provides the greatest opportunity to have the oil and gas resources developed. 
Even though oil and gas development operati.ons usually bring in their own 
personnel, some jobs will be available and the service industries (welders, 
mechanics, restaurants, etc,) usually benefit from the new activity. This 
creates additional taxable income the counties can use to supplement their 
coffers. /-- / 

There could be a negative impact to the infrastructure in terms of the 
additional services that local and county governments wotrld have to provide. 
The deqree of impact would denend on how much the government units are already 
supplying versus how much additional service is needed and whether these 
government units are in a financial position to meet the task. Both Wayne 
and Garfield counties would be pressed to meet the demand since the eastern 
sides of the counties are relatively undeveloped. Hanksville is the .only 
community which could be considered as an area i?lith adequate services (i.e., 
water, sewer, power etc.). Ticaboo is a new community with limited services 
available. Any large influx of people would seriously challenge local 
governments ability to provide adequate services in the short run. 

No other impacts were identified for this proposed action. 

RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN,SHORT-TERN USE AND LONG-TERM 'PRODUCTIVITY 

The,short-term use which is to make public lands available for oil and gas 
exploration would enhance the long-term productivity of potential oil and gas 
resources in the planning area. 

IRREVERSIBLE AN0 IRRETRIEVABLE CDWIITMENT OF RESOURCES 

Oil and gas extraction represents an irreversible and irretrievable commit- 
ment-of these resources because they are finite and non-renewable (within a 
useful timeframe). AS high as 50 to 60 percent of. this resource can be 
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extracted depending on the geological characteristics. of each producing 
reservoir. These resources would be lost as th.ey are converted to other 
useable products. 

There is also a potential irreversible and irretrievable commitment of the 
underground oil and/or gas reservoir. Oil and/or gas extraction can cause a 
partial collaose of the porous reservoir rendering its natural storage capacity 
useless. Mitigating measures could be imple;;ented to prevent this loss if 
subsidence was to be. prevented and/or the underground storage reservoir could 
be used for other purposes. 

., 
, ; 
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Change the Ca tq9ry 1 designation on the follovinz public lands in the planning 
area to a Category 2 classification with the following special standard stip- 
ulations: 

Area 
Special 

Stipulation* 

1. 

2. 

.3 . Pronghorn Antelope i-iabi&t: 7 

4. 

5. All Riparian Habitat 4 

6. 

7. 

8. 

Range comparison areas and study sites, 3 

(See recommendation ACEC/RiG-1.1.) 

The following Crucial -Critical tiabitat: 7 

a. No energy exploration bet:t;een 12/l to. 6/15 on 
bi'son year1o1-q range. 

b. No energy exp?arati 
bison winter range. 

on betaecn 12/l to 4/15.on 

c. .No energy exploration between‘ll/l to.5/15 on 
deer' winter range. 

." 

a. No energy exploration between'5/5 to 6/20 on 
angelope fawning grounds. 

Desert Bighorn Sheep Habitat': 7 

a, No energy exploration between 5/l to 6/15 on . 
sheep lambing grounds. 

b. No energy exploration between 11/l to 12/31 oti 
sheep rutting grounds. 

No Man Mesa (cold desert relic area 
virtually undisturbed by man),. 

3 

Pink Cliffs (recreational, geological, and 
scenic values). . 

3 

Blue Hills (recerational, geological, scientific, 
and scenic values). 

6, 8 

a. No drilling on .slopes in excess of 25 percent 
or 22.5.degrees 

_ 



9. Jet Basin (paleontological vslucs). 3 

10. Susan Rocl:shelter fir-chdeological Site 3 
(see reco;;;;r:endation R-5.1). 

11. Bull Creek Archaeological District. 3 

72. Canyons of the Dirty Devil River 4.6 

13. Notom Road, U-24, U-276 and U-95 for those' 5 
segments lying within a \/X4 Class II 
designation. 
a. No drilling or storage facilities will 

be allowed within 1,323 feet (& mile) of 
the roadway centerline unless the activity 
is not visible. (S ee recommendation R-5.1) 

*Category 2, Special-Standard Stipulations are described under Objective M-2. 

SUPPORT NEEDS .* ,. -' 
-Supplement the 1974-75 Oil and Gas EA 
-Resubmittal of category designations 
-Process Notices of Intent and Applications for-Permit to Drill 

MULTIPLE USE ANALYSIS 

MINERALS - This alternative proposal would have a negative impact to the overall 
oil and gas development.program in the planning.area because of the use of 
various restrictive stipulations on many areas. But because these areas are 
small and would not seriously impair oil and gas development and the potential 
for oil and gas discoveries in these areas is low, the impact would be considered 
insignificant (see the WSA summary reports for further discussion‘of oil and 
gas potential in the planning area). Alternative drilling methods (directional 
drilling) could be used around the smaller "no surface occupancy" areas if 
economic conditions are favorable. 

RANGE - This action would have a positive impact to rangeland resources and the 
preservation of the comparison areas. Identifying these areas (especially the 
comparison areas and study sites) for protection from oil and gas exploration 
will help preserve valuable scientific range data to help range managers 
properly manag, p forage production on public lands. If these sites are not 
protected, valuable research data could be lost. The "no surface occupancy" 
stipulation is the least restrictive measure that could be taken to preserve 
the undisturbed comparison area. 

. . 
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WATERSED - This alterF,?tivc action would have a positive impact on those 
wiaterTji;?::i values ide!iL; Yic;i under th? k/atershed ACEC recommendation, ACEC/\J-1 .T 
;~m( ~"fll~~giOrxl-? fo- pg::c/:;- 1 J ,for a full discussion of the biatershed 

?- ,' *, CA.- I ) ? 9 1 1.: r-l 1 1 !' 1 1 c \ 
i&iGCOS Sh2lfZ ti:;!t -haj 5;;; 

This ?roa co:?prises approximately 56,000 acres of 
?:scribod as a vast natural laboratory for the 

modern fluvial g~oinorpholog5st DecausQ L it has a lengthy history of scientific 
investigati*on ditjng back to 1872, so that changes that are long-term on a 
h:;;:j<,n ~~21" CY:; >e ~il+~e<. The ~a';~;p~.-' 
the least restrictive rr.easures that 

,/ 2 and identified stipu?ations are 
can be app1fe.d and still provide sufficient 

protection for the w;itarshed values just identified. Oil and gas activities 
car, still occur b3t or,?:;: d:;~-ing fJ;e 
50 percent. 

dry sEason and not on slopes in excess of 
Such restrictions are not unreasonable considering the sensitive 

nature and scientific watershed studies being conducted in the area. 

WILDLIFE - This action kiould have a positive impact to those wildlife habitat . 
areas identified for various types of protection. . . 

There is approximately 22,000 acres of land in the Pennell, Nasty Flat, and 
Steel 2 Butte allgt~m:f-- tb;t has been idantified by the Utah Division of Wildlife 
Resource as crucial-critical bison yearlong range. It is estimated that 55 
bison, or 22 percent of the herd, requiring 660 AUMs, utilize this ranae. This 
range; especially the seeded areas, is extremely important during the iinter 
(December 1 to June 15) ~/hen there is a lack of suitable forage. This range 

.also reduces some of the grazing pressure on crucial-critical winter range. 
Oil and gas exploration, on this area, between December 1 and June 15 could 
seriously conflict with the winter use of this range by bison. 

There are approximately 38,000 acres in the Steele Butte, Sandy 2, Pennell and 
Bullfrog allotments that have been identified by the IJtah Division of Wildlife 
Resources as crucial-critical bison winter range. Most of this habitat is 
located on Cave Flat and Swap Mesa. This range provides the only suitable 
winter habitat used by the bison during severe winters. Oil and gas explor- 
ation between December 1 to April 15 could seriously conflict with the winter 
use of this range by bison. 

One of the'criteria used by UDWR in identifying.crucial-critical deer habitat 
is the potential for reclamation and restoration of these areas and the 
availability of acceptable mitigation for damage or loss to these habitats 
and/or animals. Although the Category 1 "open leasing" stipulations provide 
some measure of mitigation for the damage to or loss of these areas, crucial- 
critical deer ranges require the more restrictive site-specific special 
stipulations that Category 2 classification provides. This alternative is 
more responsive to the need to protect crucial-critical deer winter habitat 
and would have a positive impact. 

Desert bighorn sheep are truly wilderness animals and cannot tolerate man or 
his related activities. This is especially true during critical periods of 
their life cycle:, such as lambing or rutting. . The prohibition of oil and gas > 
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act’vj tics on {:i:cy!sz j~,-:::g-+fll; zrc;.; ~oilid i!?sure that exploration would not 
conflict kith &sert bishot-n activities if they vlere r&-introduced into the 
planning ar,za. 

The prohibition of oil and gas ex?lorz+ 
grounds betyiecn itLJ 

**ion and dcvclopment on antelope fawning 
"-rll 5 to Zi;ne 20 ~otlid insure that exploration kiould not 

conflict with this im?ort$nt time period of the antelope's life cycle. Fal;:ning 
grounds for anteiope c?tang& frcd year to year within the overall identified 
antelope habitat. 
be placed on all 

Because there are no s&t fawning grounds, Category 2 should 
a-itelc pQ habitat and s2asonzl restrictions imple%entel on 

fawning grounds after an on-the-ground inspection deternines the fawning area, 

Literature suggests that riparian systems are the single most important fish 
? p,tij,jj if2 i;,zh,j t&s of, p~n~fl3 

iLkson, 1975). 
2-d rat-i:jc! 1s3ds (:'hcc:as et. al., 1977; Carothers and 

This is espiciallv true in the semiarid s0uthp;es.t where these 
systems comprise only a small portjon of the total land resources, and yet, 
wildlife use the,;, pro?ortionately more than any.other habitat type. 
zones provide fish and wildl-ife vrith tk 

Ri;::,rian 
81e four basic habitat cgmponcnts; water, 

food, cover, and space essential for thei? survival, It is important to 
remember, however, that riparian zones are as different in character as terrestrial 
ecosystems and a S such require site specific management.. Because of their 
scarcity, importance to fish, wildlife, and other resources, arid sensitivity to 
ch.ange, riparian ecosyststems require the special protection that oil and gas 
Category 2 witit special standard stipulation 4 can provide. 

No Man Mesa is perhaps the only large cold desert relic area in southeastern 
Utah that has remained unchanged since historical times. Consequently, this 
mesa qualifies as a primitive ecosystem (Allen, 1973). ,Although there has 
never been any formal biological or ecological surveys conducted on this mesa, 
it is not unrealistic to believe that this area may contain "new" findings on 
the biology and ecology of cold desert ecosystems. As such, this area is of 
premium value for scientific research and should not be subjected to any 
consumptive use that would alter its physical or biological character. There- 
fore, the no surface.occupancy special stipulation would have a positive 
impact by protecting the area and its primitive ecosystem. 

The proposed alternative for a category 2 designation and the associated 
stipulations is the least restrictive measure which could be used to provide 
adequate protection for those wildlife values described above. Less restrictive 
stipulations could result in a serious impairment of wildlife resource values 
as discussed in the multiple use analyses for the no action alternative. 

RECREATION - Positive impacts would occur to the cultural resource values 
identified in the Bull Creek Archaeological District. Surface disturbing 
activities are unlikely to be mitigated due to the presence of over 100 
sites. The no surface occupancy stipulation solves this problem. Positive 
impacts would also occur to the Blue Hills area. This area has high recreation; 
scenic, and scientific values which could be damaged if drilling rigs were 
allowed ori the steep slopes of the Wan.cos formations or if Vehicles drove 
cross-country during wet soil conditions. This alternative complements 
recreation recommendation, ACEC/R-1.1. 
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A positive irvF.;!ct would occ!Ir to the qeolon;ical interpretive site proposed for 
tiiil i'iiii: Cliffs in r~ci;,;;i;lcn:l.ition ,?\-I..?. ,h(yL' y,f3ul;j b,-J a ;~c~~slJ~~,~)l,, >L _ positive 
c!;znge in the qxality 0: ~'~~~~~i~~!~~~~~l~t in this artla. The no surface occupancy 
stipulation ~mld assist iri ;ilinimizinCr c:sriflSCls bet,;:een dr-illing rigs, noise, 
recreation and visual resources in this area. 

A positive ir::psct wo:rld occlur to tile geological values identified in Jet Basin 
as outlined 'in recreation recommendation, R-7. There would be a measurable _. . . PUsl‘CIVf c:isKJc j j? ti:e @j ty of Ii;? l::~:;i::~!-;.:$t of t" jr , 3 ared because surface 
disturbance activities rel ated to oil aild gas exploration ~/ould be excluded and 
valuable jet deposits preserved. 

This alternative l;:ould provide positive impacts to the Susans Rock Shelter 
archaeological site. The l/2 mile no surface OCCcipancy zone is necessary to 
protect thy site frc;:? ;)zssible &-?Tz frx: nois? and vibration from trucks 
and riiacii-i;;ery. This 2'1 z2r:jai;jve c,.c;~;rjl1_;;21;tS r~cc;,;,-;er;d~ tiG;-f , R-6. 1. 

This alternative ccrnpl ements recrm i;i on reco;wndatf on, ACEc/ii-1 .2, and woul d 
hat;? E p';sitivz iyp.zct On t,'r;e sC5nfC 2nd rncreation values knowfi to exist along 
the Girty Devil river. This area has been identified as a WSA because of these 
values and n;anagz;,jei;t actions are ;:,~z.$.p;i to Fi‘e>lci;t f'2SoUrc.z co~fljcts y;iljch 
could seriously alter the existing situation. ,A ,. 
The proposed alternative for a category 2 designation and the associated 
stipulations is the least restrictive measure i;$ i cij coil? c! be used to provide 
adequate protection for those recreational/cul ttlral values described above. 
Less restrictive stipulations could result in a serious impairment of rec- 
reation/cultural resource values as discussed in the multiple use analysis for 
the no action alternative. 

SOCIOECONOMIC - Most of the '!No Surface Occupancylf areas are small and should 
not really prevent any large scale oil and gas developnent if productive areas 
are found. Government units would still continue to receive their 50 percent 
share from the leasing of these areas under the Category 2 classjfication. 
Therefore, the impact from this alternative would be considered Insignificant 
and not a hindrance to the future socioeconomic development of the counties. 
More serious impacts could occur if any large scale development materialized 
and local governments were faced with providing Services to a large number of 
workers. This was discussed under the multiple use analysis for the no action 
alternative. 

No other i&acts were identified for this proposed action. 

RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN SHORT-TEN USE AND LONG-TERPI PRODUCTIVITY 

The short-term use which is to make public lands available for oil and gas 
exploration would enhance the long-term productivity of potential oil and gas 
resources in the planning area. 
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Oil and gas extracticn raprcscnts an irreversible and irretrievable ccmlitmnt 
of these resources biecausc they are finite and 'non-renewable (within a useful 
timcfrme). As hi?h as 50 to 60 percent of this resource can be extracted 
depending on the geological charac tnristics of each producing reservoir. These 
resoI:rces v;ou; d ha 10s: as t!:cy ari: cr;n:,::rtcd to other uscable products. 

There is also a potchtial irreversible and irretrievable commitment of the under- 
ground oil and/or gzs rswrvoir. Gil azd/or gas extraction can cause a partial 
collapse of the p.31~39s rczrvoir ;-eridcri:ng its catural storage capacity useless. 
Nitigatina [;zasares could be implemnted to prevent this loss if subsidence was 
to be pi*esiefii,cd az(j/$l the mdersround storage reservoir could be used for other 
purposes. 

. 
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UNITE0 STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE II\!TEiIIOR 

BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

,P~r,NF,GE,V,EP?Y FR.WAEWO??K PLAN 
RECOh'+KNOATiOf4-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Nomoh4FP) 
“I- 

. Henry Mountain P.A. - 
Activity 

Minerals 
Refcronce Mun1bor 

M-3 1 -- 

MULTIPLE USE RECO:.~~,IENDATION~ M-2.1 

Maintain the cur,rent status of public lands in the planning area designated as 
Category 1 and 2, for oil and gas leasing , with the following exceptions: 
change the Category 1 designation on the public lands listed below, to a 
Category 2 designation With the identified special standard lease stipulations 
(described under M-2 Objective). 

Special 
Area . Stipulation 

1. Range comparison and study s'ites 
(see recommendation ACEC/RM-1.1) 

3 

2. The following crucial-cri'tical habitat: 7 
a. No energy exploration normally between 12/l 

to 4/15 on bison yearlong range. . 
' b. No energy exploration normally between II/l 

.to 5/15 on bison winter range. 
c. No energy exploration normally between lj/l 

to 5/15 on deer winter range. 

3. 
:. 

. . . 

4. 

Pronghorn antelope habitat: 
a. No energy exploration normally between 5/5 

to 6/20 on antelope fawning grounds.' 
(Specif-ic fawning areas will be designated 
as Category 2, as they are .identified by 
inventory) 

7 

Desert Bighorn Sheep habitat: 
a. No energy exploration normally between 5/l 

to 6/15 on sheep lambing grounds. 
b. No energy exploration normally between II/l. 

to 12/31 on sheep rutting grounds. 
(Specific lambing and rutting areas will be designated 
'as Category 2, as they are identified by inventory) 

. 

7 

5. No I?an Mesd (protect cold desert relic area 
virtually undisturbed by man). 

3 

6. Pink Cliffs (recreational, geological and scenic values) 3 
(see recommendation R-1.3) 

7. Blue Hills, (recreational, geological,' scientific ' 
. and scenic values) 

a. No drilling on slopes in excess of 50% or 
22.5 'degrees. 

. : 
9 ; 

. 

-4 
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FiECOMhlENDATION-ANALYSIS- DECISION CONTINUED: 

8. Jet Basin (paleontological .values) 3 
(see recommendation R-7.2) 

9. Susan Rockshelter Archaeological Site 3 
(see recommendation R-6.1) 

10. Bull Creek Archaeological District 3 

11. Canyons of the aDirty Devil River 5,6 
a. No drilling or storage facilities will 

be allokred within the inner canyon walls. 
b. No drilling on slopes in excess of 

50% or 22.5 degrees. 

12. Notom Road, U-24, U-276 and U-95 for those 5 
segments lying within a VRM Class II . 
designation. 
a. No drilling or storage facilities will 

be allowed within 1,320 feet ($ mile) of' 
the roadway centerlineunless the activity 
is not visible. (S ee recommendation R-5.1) 

RATIONALE . 

This recommendation will allow for the continued use of the majority of public 
lands in the planning area for oil and gas exploration and/or development, 
while at the same time providing adequate protection for other identified 
resource use areas where unrestricted oil and gas activity could cause con- 
flicts. The identified category and stipulations are the least restrictive 
measures which can be applied to protect those resource values discussed. As a 
result of the multiple use analysis, a finding of no significant impact has 
been determined. 

Riparian areas have not been adequately inventoried and cannot be accurately 
identified for inclusion under the Category 2, oil and gas designation. These 
areas will be afforded protection in accordance with the Wetland-Riparian Area 
Protection and Management (6740) guidelines published in the Federal Register 
(Vol. 45, No. 25). Whenever the lessee or operator of a federal oil and gas 
lease decides to drill on the leashold, all proposed drilling operations and 
related surface disturbance activities must be approved before entry will be 
authorized on public lands. This approval will be ,in accordance with: 1) 
lease stipulations, 2) Title 30 CFR Part 221, "Oil and Gas Operating Regulations," 
and 3)'"Notice to Lessees No. 6 (NTL-6)" issued by the USGS. 

NTL-6 provides guidelines to the lessee or operator for planning development 
\ programs by.requiring a preliminary environmental review prior to entry on 

. . _,' public lands. If riparian areas are involved, the BLM will notify the -lessee 
or operator of any additional stipulations which will be applied at that time. . 
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RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-OEClSlON CONTINUED: 

SUPPORT b!EEDS 

-Revision of District Ml and Gas EA and Oil a( Gas Plats 
-Process Notices of Intent and Applications for Permit to Drill 
-Compliance 

DECISION M-2.1 

Accept the multiple use recommendation and the identified support needs.. 

RAJIOrlALE 

The multiple use analyses for the recommendation and alternatives and the rationale 
for the multiple use recommendation adequately discuss and support the desirability 
and need for this action. Less restrictive alternatives would not provide a 
sufficient safeguard for those resource values needing protection from the 
surface disturbing activities associated with oil and gas exploration and development. 
A finding of no significant impact was determined as a result of the multiple use 
analysis. 

_" 
I_---------------_-------- - : - - - - - - - - - " - " 

‘, 

COORDINATIOM AND CONSULTATION 

Public.response to the Oil and.Gas Category designations was solicited throughout 
the development of the Henry Mountain FlFP. The first public comment opportunity 
was during May, 1980, when over 400 public involvement guidebooks were distributed 
to solicit public issues and concerns.' In August, 1981, BLFt mailed over 400 
briefing guides and held public workshops in Hanksville and Salt Lake City for 
public comments on alternatives, including Oil and Gas category designations. 
All public comment opportunities were announced in state-wide and local news 
media. 

. 

. . 
r ‘1 

. 
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Change the lcsignation of 
Cat;egory 3 "lie 

those lands in the planning area that are currently in 
Szri'tice Occupancy" arid Category 4 “ii0 Leasing" to Category 1 

and/or Category 2, with protection of the resources involved being provided by 
the stc;:?&rd special stipulations approved jointly by BLM and USGS. The areas 
and the stipulations that ~rould apply are as follows: 

1. 

Area 
Special 

Stipulation* 

The following Crucial-Critical Habitat 
a. No energy exploration between 12/l to 

6/15 on bison yoarlocg range 
b. f:o energy cxpiora ticn bat:;/ezn i2,/1 to 

4/15 on bison \/inter range 
c. No energy exploration beWeen 11/l to 

5/15 on deer kiinter ra.nge 

ii'7 

, ‘ 

2. North and Sogth Caineville Hesas 83 
2 .- 

3. .Little Rockies #4, 6, 7 
a. No drilling on slopes in excess of 50% 

or 22.5 degrees 

4. Beaver Wash Canyon #4, 6, 7 
a. No drilling on slopes in excess of 50% 

or 22.5 degrees. 

5. Developed Recreation Sites #3 

6. U-95 Corridor #4 

7. Dirty Devil River (Potential Wild and Scenic 84, 6 
designation area, Hanksville to Lake Powell) 
a. .No drilling on slopes in excess of 50% 

8. Moroni Slopes (Recreational and scenic values) #6 

*Category 2, Special Standard Stipulations are described under Objective M-2. 

The remaining areas will be given a Category 1 Classification: 

1. Cedar Point Sand Dunes 

2. Administrative Site (South of Hanksville) 

3. Undeveloped Recreation Sites -. 
: 
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RATIOWLE 

Those lands currently in Category 4 can never be explored to determine 
their oil anl gas potential. The,lands in Category 3 can not he developed 
unless the lessee is allo~cd to occupy the surface of the leased area. 
Directional drilling, a proven technique on off-shore platforms, is a 
seldon used alternative to developing onshore leases because of the costs 
(two to three times normal drilling) and the wildcat nature of all wells 
drilled within the planning area. 

Most, if not all, resource values currently protected by Category 3 or 4 
stipulations could be protected with one or more of the 10 standard special 
stipulations approved jointly by BLM and the USGS. In some instances, past 
justifications for Category 3 or 4 designations no longer exist because of 
recent legislation and regulations. 

Regulations contained in 43 CFR 304.5 and 3100 and the operating'procedures 
found in the f!glti Surface Use and Operations Plan provide protection for 
other surface resources while the oil and gas resource.ic developed. In 
addition, the non-impairmen t stipulation for post-1976 leases provides 
protection for wilderness values. Pre-FLPMA leasing activities will be 
regulated so as to prevent undue and unnecessary degradation. 

Utah State Office Instruction ?lemo 81-169 provided guidance for the revision 
of the oil and gas categories in Utah. Although revisions were made within 
the planning area, an in-depth analysis of all resource conflicts needs to 
be completed in this planning update. Categories should then reflect 
mitigation of these resource conflicts. . . 

SUPPORT NEEDS 

-Supplement the 1974-75 Oil and Gas EA 
-Resubmittal of category designations 
-Process Notices of Intent and Applications for Permit to Drill 
-Compliance checks by surface protection specialist 

MULTIPLE USE ANALYSIS 

MINERALS - As indicated in 'the rationale for the recommendation M-2.2, this 
action would have a positive impact on the mineral resource program for the 
planning area. Public lands in a category 3 (no surface occupancy) or 
category 4 (no leasing) cannot be tested to determine the extent of oil and 
gas deposits. The planning area is known to be underlain by geologic 
strata favorable for oil and gas deposits and unless drilling is -authorized 
the extent of this potential will not be known with any degree of certainty. 
The proposed action would make available for leasing with protective stip- 
ulations all formerly restricted public lands. 

. . ’ 
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LBEMrl 
OIL & GAS CATEGORIES 

4 

Category 4 (No Leasing) ~ 

El Category 2 (See Map M-2.1 
for Critical Habitat) 

q Category 1 (Open Leasing) 

. 
t 

. 
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p,?.‘!CF: - This action rrou!d not have any measurable impact on range resources 
other than those described under the r~ltiple use analysis for reco~l:;;ientlation 
fmi- 2. 1 . Fewer wrfacc disturbing 
and livc;.tnck use 

activities would benefit forage production 
u . ,.-. IJsing a less restrictive category designation will result 

in a short term negative impact, 
use of public lands, 

but should not seriously hamper livestock 

\jATE;‘;,St-.:Ka _ ,‘;a;/ a;t<;y; :,;i;jch 1 iyi”;s s~iyface Cist:rb?ng activities such as 
mineral exploration an d development or provides for mitigating measures 

through the use of stipulations should not result in any serious impacts to 

watcrsii2d values. Tf;2 grc;;s s,: d action oT w::o\:ing the catebory 3 and 4 
classifications dots i;z\:e a negstive impact because public lands designated 
for no surface disturbing oil and gas activities k:ould be placed in a less 
restrictive C?itZ~Or;/. Ally surf<;ca .- disturbing activity would result in a 
short-ter?n negative impact to watershed values, but with proper mitigating 
measures, these impacts should be negated over time, . 

WILDLIFE - Category 2 with special standard stipulations does not insure that 
al 1 riqa';'jv2 j;;a;;cts frog oil and gas exploration and related activities 
would be mitigated. 2' c 

There are areas within the planning area where surface disturbance could 
seriously degrade the resource values: T:/o areas that should remain in a 
Category 4, "No Leasing" status are Beaver :+/ash Canyon and the Little Rockies. 
Beaver Wash Canyon is a cold desert riparian ecosystem that provides much 
needed riparian habitat in an otherwise desert environment. This cold desert 
riparian ecosys'tem is a sensitive resource that is very rare (in its present 
location) and vulnerable to adverse change.- Any surface disturbing activities, '. 
expecially those associated with oil and gas exploration such as access roads 
and drill pad installation, destroy natural habitat even if stipulations are 
applied. 

The Little Rockies is also an area that should not have any oil and gas 
exploration and development authorized. If the BLM is committed to the 
desert bighorn sheep re-introduction program as recommended in \/L-1.2., limiting 
oil and gas related disturbances is essential.to the success of the program. 
The Little Rockies is in an area that has retained much of its natural character 
as evidenced b;y its inclusion into the wilderness study program. In addition, 
no other animal typifies the wilderness character of an area more than bighorn 
sheep (Leopold, 1936). The desert bighorn sheep is a sensitive species which 
cannot tolerate oil and gas exploration activities. There would be a negative. 
impact to the sheep re-introduction program and the sheep themselves if the 
habitat were not managed to preserve the wilderness characteristics essential 
for bighorn sheep survival. 

31 



I:EC::I1.‘~~lr::“,1T!nll - ;'.:l>jlYS13- (!ECISlOij 'C(J:j.l i:,'lJ$D: '. 
'. 

____________ ------. ..__- ._-. --.. .-- '--- --- ..- ----- .-.--- --.--..--_-- .____. __I_.--.- ----__._ __---.-I__-- -- -----___-.- -_.- -------.--..-- - --- ---__ _- 

RECREATION - Since this‘recomrnendation covers a'numbcr of recreation areas, 
islpacts will \.'c?ry accordiqly. Tlr?re ~suld be no inpnct on developed recreation 
sites (i. e., camping and picnicking) because they tiould continue to be 
adzquatcly protected un 3cr a no surface occupancy stipulation in Category 2. 
Undeveloped recreation sf tes ~:o::ld be irnpactcd for the duration of the drilling 
activity and through proper rehabilitation measures should recover to their 
original condition. Less restrjctive measures would not provide adequate 
protection for th, c developed recreation sites since their sole use is for 
public recreation arid not shriace disturbing activities. 

Approximately 15 miles of U-95 currently in a category 3 (no surface occupancy) 
would be changed to a category 2 (with stipulations for distance from road). 
This change would have a negative impact on scenic values for the duration of 
the drilling project. Ho-;/ever, no significant impacts are expected and this 
proposed action is consistent t!l:th recreaticn reconmendations, R-4 which 
establishes a Visual Resource Fanagenent rating for the planning area and R-5 
which defines managenent goals for that portion of U-95 crossing. the planning 
area. Use of a category 2 designation with the stipulation for distance from 
the road is the least restrict ive measur'e which can be used and still provide 
adequate protection for the scenic values along portions of U-95. 

-I 
The proposed actTon would have/a short term negative impact on the 'scenic and 
recreational values identified for the Little Rockies area. These impacts 
would result from the presence of drill rigs a'nd pads and the associated 
access routes which would have to be dcvelpped. Currently, a large portion 
of this area has been identified as a wilderness study area. Roads are 
practically non-existent in the area because most have been rehabilitated 
from earlier mining expeditions. Part of the area has also been gi,ven a 
National Natural Landmark designation.' If access roads can be kept to a 
minimum and proper rehabilitation measur,es are taken, any negative impacts 
should be short term. Oil and gas production would probably extend the 
timeframe of negative impacts to the scenic and recreational values for the 
area. The proposed action would be the least restrictive measure which could 
be taken and still provide a degree of protection needed for the area. 
Continued no leasing would be preferable as a method of assuring the continued . 
quality of the area's scenic and recreational values (see recreation ACEC 
recommendation, ACEC/R-1.3 for further discussion of recreation values). 

This action would have no measurable impact on the Cedar Point Sand Dunes 
because blowing sand would quickly cover disturbed areas. 

The Moroni slopes would change. from categories 3 and & to a category 2 with 
stipulations on slopes. No serious impacts would result because' this area is 
very steep and drilling activity is unlikely. 

North and South Caineville Mesas would continue to be protected under the "no 
surface occupancy" special stipulation for category 2. No impacts would 
occur to .the mesas and all recreation values would be maintained. 

c 
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The current category 4 for portions of the Dirty Devil River would be changed 
to category '2 (\;lith stipulations on slope and distance from the river). These 
stipulations would not prevent adverse impacts to the scenic and recreational 
values of the area. Riparian areas in terns of their recreational values 
could be significantly i~lpactcd. !+uch of the area has been given wilderness 
study area status and all new access reads would degrade the area's scenic 
values until reilabilitation was completed. Rehabilitation is difficult in 
this .area bccausc of the dry climate and 10~1 revegetation potential, More 
r c. 7 'c r 1 r 'c j v 3 . . 
the aria's 

_ x~~~rl"cs arz cc::d:zd aicrig the canyon floors to adequately protect 
recreational values (see recreation ACEC recommendation, ACEC/R- 

1.2, for further discussion of recreational values). Stipulation X5 to exclude 
storage facilities and drilling activities in the canyons of the Dirty De\Ji? 
would be the least restrictive measure which could be implemented to provide 
adequate protection for the scenic and recreational values in the Dirty Devil 
Canyons. 

SOCIOECO!:O:1IC - Most of the "no surface.occupancy" areas are small and should 
not really prevent any large scale oil and gas development‘ if productive areas 
are found. Government units woul.d still continue to receive their 50 percent 
share from the leasing of these areas under the category 2 classification. 
Therefore, the impac t from thjs-alternative would be considered insignificant 
and not a hindra.nce to the future socioeconomic development of the 'counties. 
More serious impacts could occur if any large scale development materialized 
and local govern;r,ents were faced with providing services to a large number of 
workers. This was discussed under the multiple use analysis for the no action 
alternative. 

No other impacts were identified for this proposed action. 

RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN SHORT-TER?l USE AND LONG-TERV PRODUCTIVITY 

The short-term use which is to make public lands available for oil and gas 
exploration would enhance the long-term productivity of potential oil and gas 
resources in the planning area. 

IRREVERSIBLE AND IRRETRIEVABLE COMMITMENT OF RESOURCES 

Oil and gas extraction represents an irreversible and irretrievable commitment 
of these resources because they are finite and non-renewable (within a useful 
timeframe); As high as 50 to 60 percent of this resource can be extracted 
depending on the geological characteristics of each producing reservoir. 
These resources would be lost as they are converted to other useable products. 

There is also a potential irreversible and irretrievable commitment of the 
underground oil and/or gas reservoir. Oil and/or gas extraction can cause a 
partial collapse of the porous reservoir rendering its natural storage capacity. 
useless. Mitigating measures could be implemented to prevent this loss if 
subsidence was to be prevented and/or the underground storage reservoir could 
be used for other purposes. 

. . 
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Modify the recommendation to ,rnaintain the existing Category 4 "No Leasing" 
classification on Beaver !u'ash Canyon and the Little Rockies. 

. 

-Implement the support needs identified for the specialist recommendation, 

MULTIPLE USE AMLYSIS 

RI KE2ALS - Sewer Nash Canyon i3 currently in a Category 4 "no lease" situation 
and continuation of this oil and gas classification will have a negative 
impact to the oil and gas exploration and development program, The area is 
small (approxina?ely 4,850 acres) in reiation to the rest of the planning 
area. Past drili;ing of wells around the periphery of the canyon has shown oil 
and gas deposits in the Pennsylvanian ar,d Permian formations but not enough to 
encourage further exploration or development by companies'holding the 'leases. 

._ 

Because Ecaver Vash Canyon has an oblong, narrow shape, alternative drilling 
methods (directional driiling),<nay be possible if economic conditions are 
favorable. Therefore, impacts from this alternative are not considered significanp-., 

; 
The proposal to continue with a no i ease classification for the Little Rockies L 
would negatively impact the oil and gas exploration and development program in 
the area. According to geologic data and characteristics, the proposed ACEC 
area ahows a potential for deposits of oil and gas. This assumption is based . 
on the location of the proposed area within the Paradox Basin. This basin is 
noted for its bioherms (porous caverns which act as repositories for hydrocarbon 
deposits) and structural traps. (hydrocarbons trapped in permeable and/or 
porous rock formations by an overlayer of impermeable rock). There is also 
geologic evidence that there is potential for oil and gas accumulations associated 
with the Little flockies intrusive bodies. Mo.wells have been drilled in the 
immediate vicinity of the Henry Mountain intrusions to varify the real potential 
of this geologic formation. Keeping the proposed area in a no lease situation 
would negatively impact the option to drill in the future if other significant 
discoveries are made in the immediate vicinity. 

There would be a significant negative impact in terms -of denying the opportunity 
to do exploratory drilling, but a less than significant impact in terms of the 
area's potential for oil and gas deposits when compared to other public lands 
available for leasing in the planning area. The rugged topographic features 
of the Little Rockies also make it less than desirable for oil and gas exploration 
when compared to other public lands.- 

WATERSHED - This alternative would have a positive impact on those watershed 
values in Beaver Wash Canyon and the Little Rockies. Any management action 
reducing or eliminating potential surface disturbing.activities (i.e., oil and 0 
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gas exploration arid development) would be a benefit since such activities 
rr(;~:.:lly invc~l~:? t'7c need for I;W access rodd cons?:ruction and other surface 
dist:!rbing activities. This would be espe cially true in these t>ro areas 
because of thelr rugged toi:yraph.ic features and lack of access. 

WILDLIFE - Those negative impacts described for wildlife under the multiple 
e analvsis for recom:nendation Z-2.2 would be negated by this alternative. 

?:is is ihe least restrictive measure'which can be taken to protect the 
vi7 j 1 ,; j 7' j-,2 i,,>'iu,?s j;icr;tj f-T,>,' ;,;f- t+s I c arxs and is consistent with wildlife 
ACEC reco~:i:len?Ztions, /7irL firrC/>iL-1.4 and 7.5 (see the rationales for these two 
rccomendations for a full discussion of the wildlife values and the management 
actictis needed to provide adequate protection). 

RECREATION - This alternative would have a positive impact on the scenic and 
recreational values identified for the Tao areas. Although a less restrictive 
category could b e tis~d to protect these values, this alternative provides 
greater assurance that the recreational quality of those identified values 
would not be reduced (see recreation ACEC rationales, ACEC/R-1.2 and R-l.3 for 
full discussion of values a!>d managemnt actions needed to provide adequate 
protection). This is especially true in those portions of the two areas where 
wilderness designation potential exist. c 

Beaver Wash is a major tributary of the Dirty Devi?.River with high recreation 
potential and serves as one of the two access points to the Dirty Devil from' 
the west side. Recreation use in the Dirty Devil area is currently estimated 
at 125 visitor days a year and can be expected to increase as the area receives 
additional publicit? related to wilderness study. Due to the size and topography 
of this area, any 011 and gas exploration activities could have a,negative . 
impact on recreation activities in the canyon. The Little Rockies would 
remain in the existing Category 4 rather than changed to Category 2 classification. 
Positive impacts would occur to recreation because surface disturbing activities 
related to oil and gas exploration would be precluded. Recreation use in the 
Little Rockies is currently estimated at 125 days a year and can be expected 
to increase as a result of additionaJ publicity related to wilderness'study. 
This area has high quality opportunities for solitude and primitive, unconfined 
recreation, and, has.been designated a National Natural Landmark in recognition 
of its geological values. 

SOCIOECONOMIC - Impacts from this alternative would not have any measurable 
impacts on the potential development opportunities of Wayne or Garfield counties 
related to oil and gas exploration and development. 

No other impacts were identified as a result of this alternative. 

RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN SHORT-TERM USE AND LONG-TERM PRODUCTIVITY 

The short-term use which is to make public lands available for oil and gas 
exploration would enhance the long-term productivity of potential oil and gas ~ 
resources in the planning area. 

., .' 1 
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Oil ar?d gas extraction rc;)rcw nts an irreversible and irretrievable corntnittnent 
of tiicsc ~z;::;I!'ccIs Lzc?:;?;j ti;-c;y are finite and non-rzncwahle (qithjn a useful 
ti;:lzfra;ac) . As high as 30 to GO percent of this resource can be extracted 
depcrl.:ling on the gnolo~ical characteristics of each producing reservoir. These 
resources would c lost as they are converterl to other uscable products. 

There is also a potentiai'irreversible and irretrievable commitment of the under- 
ground oil and/or gas reservoir. 
collapse of the porous rescwoir 

Oil and/or gas extraction can cause a partial 
ren:?cring its nat?rral storage capacity useless. 

Hitigating measures could be impl&nented to prevent this loss if subsidence 'J;as 
to be prevented a:;d/or the underground storage reservoir could be used for other 
purposes. 

ALTERiiATIVE 2 (No Action) , 

Take no action to change the existing category 3'and 4 classifications in the 
planning area. +_ 

s;'7PO?T NEEDS 

-Rgsubmi ttal of.category des-Tg$ations 
-Prccess Notices of Intent and Applications for Permit to Drill 
-Conpiiance checks by surface prptection spec'ialist 

MULTIPLE USE ANALYSIS 

MINERALS - There would be &negative impact to the oil and gas exploration ' 
program in the Henry Mountain 'Planning Area. Lands left in a Category 3 and/or 4 
classification could not be developed ugless the lessee was allowed to occupy the 
surface. Geologic formations suggest the potential for oil and gas deposits in 
these areas, but without exploratory drilling, no quantified data is availab!e to 
determine the extent of this potential. Directional drilling, a proven technique 
on off-shore platforms, is not an acceptable alternative in some cases because of 
the size of the areas involved (Cave Flat, Swap Mesa, Little Rockies) and the 
economic feasibility of using this method. It is possible the latter could be 
employed if economic conditions become favorable in the future. There would be a 
significant negative impact in terms of denying the opportunity to do exploratory 
drilling, but less than significant impact in terms of the areas potential for 
oil and gas deposits when compared to other public lands available for leasing in 
the planning area. 

RANGE - Impacts from this altepnative would be the same as those described under 
the multiple use analyses for Alternative I for recommendation, M-2.1 and recommend- 
ation, M-2.2. 

WATERSHED - Impacts from this alternative wou1.d be the same as. those described 
under the multiple use analysis for Alternative 1 for mineral recommendation, M- 
2.2. . :. 
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WILDLIFE - Impacts from this action would be ;he same as those described under 
the i~ltiplc L'SS ;,r:r?ll/sis for t;;o rcco~ii.:lfll,~rll;iori, M-Z.2 (excluding Beaver #ash 
Canyon and the Littl, 0 Rockies) and Alternative 1 for the same reconlr?:ctlifa',ion 
r!hich addresses Eea:/cr Kash and the Little Rockies re!>aining in a Category 4. 

RECf:EATION - The following impacts would result if the no action alternative was 
chosen: 

A. Rxreation si t3s WOLi? d cortit-.tie to be protected under, Category 3. The 
beneficial impacts resulting froi:i exclusion of surface disturbing activities in 
areas of high recreation use would continue. 

B. The identified areas along Highway U-95 would remain in Category 3. Impacts 
would be essentially the same as those identified under the multiple use analysis 
for recm~ecdation, ti-2.2. 

c. The Little Rockies would remain in the existing Category 4. Beneficial 
impacts would occur to this area because the high recreation values identified in 
previous planning efforts an d the wilderness study program would be fully protected 
from oil and gas surface disturbing activities. 

D. Cedar Point Sand Dunes woyld remain in Category 3. No impacts are expected, 

E. Moroni Slopes s;ould remajn in Category 3 and 4. Impacts would be essentially 
the same as those identified under the multiple use analysis for recommendation, 
M-2.2. 

F. The identified recreation and scientific values on the Caineville Mesas 
would continue to be protected under Category 3, and impacts on the tops of the 
mesas would be the same as those identified under the multiple use analysis for 
recommendation, M-2.2. 

G. The existing Category 4 areas along the Dirty Devil River would remain 
unchanged. Beneficial impacts would occur to recreation because the area would 
have no surface disturbing activities from oil and gas exploration. This area is 
also under wilderness study. 

SOCIOECONOMIC - Restriction of these sites from oil and gas development would 
have a negative impact in terms of lost revenues to state and local government ' 
units. Those areas left in a "No Lease" category would not provide local gov- 
ernments with (1) the usual 50 percent share of the revenues generated from 
issuing a lease; or (2) royalties received from oil and gas production. Several 
areas involve large acreages (Little Rockies, Dirty Devil) which could contain 
oil and gas deposits. Opportunities for oil and gas production (if it actually 
existed) and the associated ta-x revenues and employment would be lost to both 
Wayne and Garfield counties and the nation's energy program. This loss is not 
considered significant when compared to the other public lands in the planning 
area still available for leasing. 

: 

. 
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No other impacts were identified for this proposed action, 

RElJ',TIO!lS!-1IP EETb!EE;l S!!OPT-TC'P'T USE Ar!T! LOTifi-TEPl PR!JNJCTIVITY _______.._ -----.- ----- ---- --- -----L---- 

The simrt-tzm Use r!hic~l is to control oil and gas activity would enhance the 
long-tern productivity of those natural resources sensitive to oil and gas 
exploration .and d3velopwnt. 

There would not be an irreversi.ble or irretrievable commitment of resources 
from this alternative. 

. 
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UNITED STAiLS tbm’,ihll:f’J 

.I 

, 

D[Pb,RThlENT Of TllE IFITEt?lOR Henry Mountain P.A. z -- 

I Activity 

Minerals 

MULTIPLE USE RECOMMENDATION M-2.2 

Accept Alternative 1 as written and change the following areas currently in 
Categories 3 and 4 to Categories 1' or 2 with special standard stipulations: 

A. Areas currently in Categories '3 or 4, to be changed to Category 2 with 
. identified special standard stipulations include: 

Special 
Area -Stipulations* 

B. Areas currently in Categories 3 to be changed to Category 1. 

:. : 

1. The folloGng crucial.-critical habitat 
a. No energy exploration normally between 

12/7 to 4/15 on bison yearlong range. 
b. No energy exploration normally between 

11/l to 5/15 on bison winter range. 
c. No energy exploration normally between 

11/l to 5/15 on deer winter range. 

2. North and South Caineville Mesas 

3. Developed Recreat-iin Sites .- 

4. U-95 Corridor for those segments lying 
within a VRM Class II designation. 

a. No drilling or'storage facilities 
will be allowed within 1,320 feet -. 
(& mile) of'the roadway center1in.e 
unless the activity.is not-visible. 

5. Dirty Devil River (Hanksville to NRA boundary) 
a. No drilling or storage facilities 

will be allowed within the inner 
canyon walls. 

b. No drilling on slopes in excess of 50% 
or 22.5 degrees. 

6: Moroni Slopes (recreational and scenic values) 
a. No drilling on slopes in excess of 50% 

or 22.5 degrees 

*Stipulations ar, 0 described under Objective M-2 

Area 

1. Cedar Point Sand Dunes 
2. Administrative Site (south of'Hanksv‘ille) 
3. Undeveloped recreation sites. 

? 

. 
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RECOMMENOATION-ANALYSIS-OECISIO~J CONTINUED:- 
- 

. 

RATIOfIALE 

The Category 2 designations with standard special stipulations could effectively 
protect resource values associated with the areas listed, while also allowing 
leasing to take place with a potential for future mitigated exploration and/or 
development. The two excepted areas, which would remain in Category 4, are 
believed to contain unique resource values which are so delicate, that any type 
of oil'or gas activity v!ould seriously jeopardize them. The values include (1) 
an undisturbed, delicate riparian zone and wildlife habitat in the Beaver !Jash 
area, and (2) an identified future transplant area for the.sensitive desert 
bighorn sheep in the Little Rockies area, The identified category and stipulat- 
ions are the least restrictive measures which can be applied to protect those 
resource values discussed, As a result of the multiple use analysis, a finding 
of no significant impact has been determined. 

Riparian areas have not been adequately inventoried and cann.ot.be accurately 
identified for inclusion under the Category 2, oil and gas designation. These 
areas will be afforded protection in accordance with the Wetland-Riparian Area 
Protection and Management (6740) guidelines published in the Federal Register 
(Vol. 45, No, 25). I?lhenever-fhe lessee or operator of a Federal oil and gas 
lease decides to drill on the leashold, all proposed drilling operations and 
related surface disturbance activities nust.be approved before'entry will be 
a,uthorized on public lands. This approval will be in accordance with: (1) lease 
stipulations, (2) Title 30 CFR Part 221; "Oil and Gas Operating Regulations", and 
(3)'"Notice to Lessees No. 6 (NTL-6)" issued by the USGS. 

NTL-6 provides guidelines to the lessee or operator for planning development 
programs by requiring a preliminary environmental review prior to entry on 
public lands. If riparian areas are involved, the BLM will'notify the lessee or 
operator of any additional stipulations which will be applied at that time. 

SUPPORT NEEDS 

-Revision of District Oil and Gas EA and Oil & Gas Plats 
,-Proces Notices of Intent and Application for Permit to Drill 
-Compliance 

------------------.-_________________I__ 

DECISION M-2.2 

Accept the multiple use recommendation and the identified support needs. 

\ : 
: 

‘. 
: 

. * 

. * 
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RECO~~~,~ENOATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION CONTINUED: 

RATIONALE 

The multiple U'JC analyses for the recomnendation and alternatives and the rationale 
for the multiple use recon:lcnJation adequately discuss and support the dcsir- 
ability and need for this action. Less restrictive alternatives would not 
provide a sufficient safeguard for 'those resource values needing protection from 
the surface disturbing activities associated with oil and gas exploration and 
develop<oent. A finding of no significant impact was determined as a result of 
the multiple use analysis. 

COORDI1;ATION AHB CONSULTATION -Ic 

Public response to the Oil and Gas Category designations was solicited throughout 
the development of the Henry Xountain MFP. The first public comment opportunity 
was during 31ay, 1980, when over 400 public involvement guidebooks were distributed 
to solicit public issues aild concerns. "In August, 1981, NM mailed over 400 
briefing guides and held public workshops in Hanksville and Salt Lake City for 
public comment, c on alternativ.65, including Oil and Gas category designations. 
Allpublic comment opportunities were announckd in state-wide and local news 
media. 

. . 
\ 
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ACTIVITY OBJECTIVE 
- -- 

I ssti'i -.-.. 

\,:hich public lands should be .wde available for tar'sand development? 
. 

M-3 
m-e-_ : 

OgJECj- I+$/ E __*_--- 

Ident i fy tha-se fedaral lands in and adjacent to the Tar Sand Triangle Designated 
Tar Pr.4 Area :,i:at *~I11 be ~.:zde availab?e for the leasi.ng, exploration and dcvelo- 
p*.i** /F <3 '7, t of the underiying tar saxl r3sourcc. 

RAT I c::,: L E _.-I-.....-- 
The Tar Sand Triangle is tile ldrgest tar sand area in the state of Utah and is 
estii;ateJ to contain bet~e,zn 12.5 to 16 billion barrels of in-place oil. 

The Department of Interior has not issli?d tar sand leases since-1965 because df 
the inability to distinguish tar sand from convential oil prior to well completion. 
In I'%31 Congress passed a combi:ned Hydracarbon Leasing Bill whidh established the _ 
authority for the Secretary of.Interlor..to issue conb;ned hydrocarbon leases in 
Special Tar Sand Areas. The iegislation conveys the rights to all hydrocarbons in 
the Special Tar Sand Areas', 
oil. 

thys eli~inating,the need to distinguish tar sand from 

In- order to be in a position to reswe tar sands leasing, the Denart%nt has 
initiated an action plan which will allow for-conversion of exisiing oil and gas 
leases and which will allow for the competitive leasing of tar sands by 1983. A 
major component of th e action plan .will be the inventory of other resource values . 
in the tar sand areas and the analysis of conflicts between these values and the 
development of the tar sand.resource. 

. 

. 

. 

? 
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iJfilTE0 SlATES 

OFPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR Henry Mountain P A --- . .--.. _----. .-..-.-_ - * 

- Tar Sand 

RECOiibX?iDATION N-3 .l ___---___ 

Allow for the continued exploration of ,the tar sands resource under the provisions of 
the co;nbinnd RydrocarSon L casing Act of 1581 and consider those ZLt-1 lands within 
the Tar Sand Designated Tar Sand Area (96,440 acres) as acceptable for lease 
conversion and for future competitive leasing and development. 

RATTCPl.&tE 

Kj ;-I;i.joo.j Oil a;)<: Aj tcx @i 1 are current’ ty conducting exploratory drilling operations 
within the Tar Sand Trla,,gl,. * n Eoth ccmpanics are acquiring data that *;/ill enable 
them to develop the processes necessary to recover the tar sands. 

Ritza (UGXS) indicates that the Tar Sands area has sufficient overburden over 50 
percent OF the area to justify in situ.recovery methods. .t!e also indicates that 
scattered locations may be suitable for strip mining. . 

Rq;l ations in 4.3 CFR 3140 and 30 CFR 23l.govern opcraticns conducted on leases in 
the tar sands area. 

The Departdmcnt of Interior iqill be required to process lease conversion applications 
within 15 months of the application. The department will also be required to 
establish timeframes for conducting competitive lease sales. It is essential that 
the District be in a position to indicate where leases will be issued and under 
what conditions the leases will be issued. 

SUPPORT NEEDS 

-USGS and BLM review and aproval of exploration plans 
'-Processing of combined hydrocarbon leases 

MULTIPLE USE ANALYSIS 

RANGE - Exploration and development in the Tar Sand area would have a negative 
impact to the livestock grazing program. These impacts would result from the 1 
drilling operations, i.e., site disturbance, mud pits to catch overflow water. 
The human activity could be a hazard to livestock grazing in the area. If actual 
development occLIrs, large areas would be taken out of livestock use. These areas 
would probably be fenced and denuded of vegetation by the associated surface 
disturbing activities. Some of these impacts can be mitigated over time through 
the reclamation of the disturbed areas. Short term impacts will result from the 
loss of forage. 

Threatened, endangered and sensitive plant species may also be in the area. These 
species include: 

; 
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RECCi~:~~~E~OATION-I\rlALYSiS- UZiSION CONTINljED. 
=; --------L-----~--- 

a. Asc?cpias ruthise and SChlerocactus wrightiae - Rsclepias has been ‘listed 
on the Utah sensitive list (which is considered T&E). Schlerocactus 
is endan>gercd. These species have not been positively identified in the 
area. 

b. Cirsium rydbergii - T. 28 S., R. 15 E. -- 

C. Astragalis easti;:oodiae - T. 30 S., R. 15 E. 

The status of the last two plant species is not clear. More on-the- 
ground investigation is n c: e-ded.to ass~lre adequate protection for all T&E 
and/or sensitive plant species. . 

WATERSHED - The impacts of developfng the tar sands cou?d be significantly 
adverse to watershed because of the nature of the material being mined. 
The hydrocarbons in the tar sands are very viscous. Any serious production 
effort would require much surface disturbance as holes are drilled and 
the overburden removed if strip mining techniques are used. There would 
have to b.2 many reeds and c:any d!+ill F;;ds cotistr!jctzd to gain access to 
this material. This area has poor soils, a poor percolation rate, and a. 
high run off rate. The main -&cess roads in this area frequently use 
wash botto;ns as their route of travel and wash out regulariy. An increase 
in roads would have a significant e-ffect upon sediment yields and deterioration 
of existing riparian habitat and watershed. . 

The tar sand area administered by BLN has been given the following 
erosion condition classification: 

Erosion Class 
.Approximate'Percent 

of Tar Sand Area 

Slight 17% .' . 
Moderate 54% 
C.ritical 29% 

WILDLIFE - There are currently no Federally designated wildlife critical habitats, 
as defined by the Endangered Species Act, for threatened or endangered 
species in that area of the Henry Mountains known as the Tar Sand Triangle 
(Bolwahnn, 1981). It is important to note, however, that the sandstone 
cliffs along the Colorado River and proximal to the Triangle are considered 
high-priority peregrine falcon (Falco ere rinus) and bald eagle (Haliaeetus 
leucocephalus) habitat (USFWS, 1981; UC%ri, 1980 . --I Because these cliff 
areas are considered as essential for maintenance of these species, 
development and/or activity near the river could be detrimental to these 
species within the planning area (USFWS, 1981). 

There are no known critical and/,or high priority big game habitats '. 

within the Tar Sand Triangle boundaries (UDNR, 1980). The'Triangle 
does, however, lie within a geographical region that is classified as 
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substantial valao :;csrlong d;?sert bighorn sheep range (UD!~IR, 193)). Areas 
used as rutting and/or lazlbing grounds by these animals are considered 
critical h;il?i-tat. S~;iall bands of desert bighorn sheep are known to exist in 
the ilitch and Happy Canyon region of the Triangle (Bates, personal communication). 

The Tar Sand Triangle is located in a region that provides suitable habitat 
for a number of raptor species. However, because intensive raptor surveys 
have nev:'r been conduct~~I, no active raptor nests are known to exist within 
this area (USFX, 193la). 

Although it appears that there would not be any significant'impacts on' 
wildlife or their critical and/or high priority habitats, from tar sand 
development, there are insufficient data to justify any final conclusions. 
Therefo I',? , prior to any surface disturbance activity, the developer should 
be required to conduct an intensive wildlife inventory of the impact area 
(s). Special attention should be giyen to riparian habitats as :dell as 
potential raptor nesting habitats (i.e., cliff areas and canyons) and desert 
bighorn sheep lambing and rutting grounds. 

Prior to any approval for exploration and development, the surface management 
agency would be required to re$ie;.! the developers plan of operation as 
required in 30 CFR 231 to insure that measures have been identified that 
will provide protection for fish and wildlife species and their habitat. 

RECREATION - Tar sands development, wilderness, and most recreational 
activities cannot occur in the same area without resulting in some serious 
conflicts. This recommendation could have a significant negative impact on 
the wilderness values of two &As (236B and 241), and also a potential NPS 
wilderness area on the lower Dirty Devil River. 

Tar sands development in these areas would impair wilderness values for the 
life of the project and probably longer, depending on the nature of the 
surface disturbing activities and the success of rehabilitation efforts. 
Happy Canyon and a portion of the Fiddler Butte (Hatch Canyon) WSA have,been, 
identified as having pre-1976 oil and gas leases and 'the only protective 
measures that can be applied would be based on the "undue and unnecessary 
degradation" clause of FLPMA; 

. 

This action could have an adverse effect on the Dirty Devil River in T. 31 S., 
R. 14 E., Sections 29 and 32 depending on the nature and extent of development. 
Also, these two sections are located along an important boating and hiking 
route connecting Poison Springs Canyon with Lake Powell and Glen Canyon NRA 
wilderness proposal. of Section 9 of the WSRA. 
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An advcrsc impact could occur to the recreational satisfaction.of people 
us j !:,g t/1:: area +-()i" ;jj:~il;-,iyi:',g a,;l:l 4-~jiic:cf drive dccess to the Sunset Pass 
er;trC!lCp Of i;lrtClZ C29y/n il?!\. The VRI.i s;tstem rated this area as Class A 
.sCC~~ t-y. C1yr~;.lt vj si t;r use is unqtiantified, but thei-e is probably less 
than ICC! visitor days a year at present. 

SCIC~~XOKXC - This action zould have a positive impact to the local government 
in terms of increased revenues that could be generated from royalties and 
taxes that wo;lld be collected on incomes from increased employment and real 
estate dovclo$,nent. There could be a negative impact due to the new services 
that county and local goverr:?ants-p;ould have to provide to meet the demands 
that would occur from the influx of new people. 

. . /’ 
. i 

; 

_. 
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UNITED STATES 
OEPARTVC:JT OF THE IfiTERIOR 

Nana(V,FP) ’ Y 

Henry ?lountain P.A. 
Activity 

Minerals 
Peferencc r:urnImr 

MULTIPLE USE RECOtlf!ENDATION M-3.1 
. 

Accept the specialist recommendation as written with the following modifications: 

a. Protect that portion of the Dirty Devil river in T. 31 S., R. 13 E., Sections 
29 and 32 with a Category 2 classification for oil, gas and tar sands using 
special standard stipulations 5 and 6 (see stipulations.explained under M-2 
objective for oil and gas). 

b. Require an on-site inventqry-on all exploration and mining proposals and 
apply appropriate protective stipulations for T&E and sensitive plant and 
animal species, crucial-critical habitat, riparian areas and all cultural 
resources in accordance with 30 CFR 231 and other appropriate laws and regulations, 

RATIONALE 

Recent legislation authorized the issuan,ce of a Combined Hydrocarbon lease 
for tar sands resources when an application is filed by (1) the owner of an 
oil and gas lease issued prior-to the date of enactment of the Combined 
Hydrocarbon Leasing Act of 1981 or (2) the owner of a valid claim to any 
hydrocarbon resources based on a mineral location made prior to January 21, 
1926 and located within a special tar sand area. 30 CFR 231 requires the 
lessee or operator to take such actions as needed to avoid, minimize or 
repair soil erosion; pollution of air; pollution of surface or ground water; 
damage to vegetative growth, crops, including privately owned forage or 
timber; injury or destruction of fish and wildlife and their habitat; 
creation of unsafe or hazardous conditions; damage to improvements, whether 
owned by the United States, its permittees, licensees or lessees, or'by 
others; and damage to recreational, scenic, his'torical, and ecological 
values of the land. 

A Category 2 classification was applied to that portion of the Tar Sands l 

Triangle overlapping the Dirty Devil River to meet the requirements of 
Section 9 of the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act. Even though the Dirty Devil 
river has not received a WSR designation, the river is still listed as 
potentially suitable for the designation. There are also other recreational 
values (i.e., boating and hiking route) which need protection from the type 
of oil, gas and tar sand exploration and development activities that can 
result in a serious degradation of these values. Since the oil and gas 
category lease stipulations will apply to tar sands leasing, an appropriate 
category designation is required to protect these resources. 

SUPPORT NEEDS 
, 

-Revision of the District's Oil and Gas EA and Oil & Gas Plats. 
-Processing of combined hydrocarbon leases 
-Site specific inventory of all proposed disturbance, areas; 
-USGS and BLM review and approval of exploration plans 



RECOfv~MENOATlON-ANALYSIS-DECISION CONTIN;EO: 
Ye 

‘. 

DECISIOU M-3.1 

Accept the multiple use recommendation and the identified support needs. 

RATIOFJALE 

The rationales for the specjalist and multiple u'se recommendations adequately 
discuss and support the desirability and need for this action. 

. 
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ISSUE 

Sand and arav!ol materials for road construction, mining activities and personal 4 

USC aI.2 besird in t!iz ;):i!i:r.i!'ng area. !ilhfch public la& have 
and which areas should be designa;-d f--aJ for public removal of the 

O:,?ECTI\IE __.-__-- 

these resources 
material? 

the needs of the 

One of the Zureau's lo!;g teni objectives (1603 Suppiemontal Guidance Gnual) 
is to make :lineral materia?s availdble to meet rqarket demands. Flow than 
9Q,000 cubic ;,ards of sand and gravel k;ire consu:ner from mineral material 
sales areas on public lands in the planning area in 1930. In addition, a 
large ,wouht of material ~:as..prodrlced from free-use permit areas. There-is 
a continual need for maintenance of existing rocbU 7"s and an increasing demand 
for material by the private sector. This increased demand Gil deplete 
currently producin g deposits and will require the developwnt of nw material 
sources. 

Sand and gravel and borrokl material are high bulk, low unit value materials 
that require centrally located production areas to minimize transportaticn 
co5 ts. For this reason,' it is important that sand and gravel and borrow 
deposits be made available for development throughout the planning area. 



In view of the anticipated demands for sand and gravel and borrow material 
for the upgrading and resurfacing of state and county roads in the planning 
area, delineate the follo;ling lands as appropriate sites for obtaining this 
material as the need arises: 

T. 28 S., R. 8 E. Set . 35 : S%$W~ 
T. 28 S., R. 9 E. Sec. 21: SE!,:S& 

S&C 22 * _ S;!$ip 
set: 23; if -IT? s;%lqE,4 
Sec. 24: S!?dIE&, S&N& 

T. 28, S., I?. 10 E. Sec. fC: S?<SE$ 
T. 29 S,, R. 7 E. sec. 14: S%SW~ 
T. 29 S., R. 8 E. Set . 1 j : ,f ;;.yi&!?~ 

sec. 20: +I!,?11 I: 
it.?s:ri< 

Set . 27 : s!:!,N'& 
T. 31 S. , R. 12 E. Sec. 8: S:L$l!;i+ 
T. 32 S., R. 12 E. Sec. 5: S&SE& 

Set;' 10: S&S& 
Sec. 13: SEkSLJ% 

T. 33 S., R. 12 E. Sec. 15: W~Bii~& 
Set . 22 : N!??~r!& 
Sec. 28: SEr;;SW% 
Sec. 34: SE%SEk 

T. 34 S., 'R. 12 E. Sec. 29: Z&!&NE& 
T. 35 S., R. 17 E. Sec. 12: N'E% _ 

Sec. 24: SE%$!GJ+ 

RATIONALE 

Upgrading and resurfacing of existing roads in the planning area will require 
substantial quantities of sand and gravel and borrow material. These sites have 
been delineated because they are underlain by known quantities and qualities of 
sand and gravel. They are also adjacent to existing roads where the material could 
be processed and transported economically. No attempt will be made to develop 
all of the sites simultaneously; development will depend on the needs of the 
appropriate agency. 

SUPPORT NEEDS .- 

-Appraisal Reports 
-Processing of Material Disposal Requests. 
-Compliance 

-. 

V’ ; 
.._ 



MULTIPLE i.lSZ A?GLYSIS -----_-..-- ---.. ---- 

\,‘i\.T [ ;‘$ I! r-:3 - pevelcp~nt of sand ant! gravel sources could have negative and/or 
positive ili,FZCtS up'sn ki3terShc:! resources. The removal of vegetation would 
expose the subsoils to erosive run off ant! wind erosion. Protection of road 
sur-f$ccs t#.;j f-! -r-j a cou rs r2 a y :I r-e :J 2 t 
of ur:prot,xtcd soils on roads. 

e base would aid in reducing the erosive nature 

krTLpLIFE - Recause of the small acreage involved, this action should not 
result in any mei! surable impact to wildlife resources. 
~eyc+J?:-~t is ' 1.i !, /-- ,z r 4. - 1, 5 I, 

However, before any 
I, : \ . . . 1 , 2 sit:-Fsycif-ic inventory should be conducted. Of 

special importance are rsotor nests and riparian ecosystems. If these resources 
are discovered and adequate buffer zones are provided, no negative impacts 
would ccc::r. 

RE.C;~;<-j-IC:; I 022 of fJi.z jdc.ntif-icd za!:d and gravel sites is within WSA 247 
(Little Rockies) and therefore development would be subject to the "nonimpair- 
;r:ent sta;-,;:':2fl.j" 0-f thn :,i i 1 cj 2 ;- ncss Interiill Zanage3ant Policy. 
aiso next to Higl~:.!a~c?'-275 and l;!culd ..?. .I _ 

This same site is 

recominendation R--5.1(2). 
req~lrq sp3cis.l screening as outlined in 

h!o ot;er impacts on recreation are expected. 
. . 

S,KIOECOKCX;IC - This action would have positive impact on the infrastructure 
and social sectors since de::o,nd for sane! and gravel is based on state and 
county needs for road construction and maintenance and for inclusion in 
concrete products. This k/orrld be a benefit in terms of having areas identified 
and reserved with mineral deposits that can be extracted economically and 
legally. 

A positive impact can be associated with the economic sector. These sites 
have been identified as feasible for production. Estimates of tonnage and 
grade are computed partly from samples or measurements and partly from project- 
ions of existing reserves. 

These sites are located near the planning area's major roadways upon which the 
material would be used. The Utah Department of Highways estimates 35 to 50 
cents per ton mile to haul material. Sites in close proximity help reduce 
hauling costs for state and county use. 

ALTERNATIVE 1 (No Action) 

Take no action to provide sand and gravel and borrow material for upgrading 
and resurfacing state and county roads in the planning area. 

_-.ir, 
MULTIPLE. USE ANALYSIS 

There would be no measurable impacts to the resource values in the planning .:, 
area. There would be a negative impact to government costs for providing f 
this material from other sources. These costs would be associated with trans- 

g%i!E! owners an3 
and leasi g&e,;$;;f~~lh;~ E 

o e lau e a conslzerab8e 8lszance. 
he ncr s urce had t be ur ha ed from b .r 7 d 
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Moma (h\F P) 
Y 

Henry Hountain P.A. - 
Activity 

Hincrals - Sand b Grave 
Raloronco Number 

MULTIPLE USE RECOFW~lDATIOH M-4.1 

Accept the specialist recommendation as written. 

. 

RATIOhALE 

This action delineates sand and gravel areas and directs organized use of the 
resource. Use of the identified source and pit areas tiould have minimal conflicts 
with other resource uses, and are adequate to meet the continued and projected 
demand for road construction and maintenance within the planning area. 

SUPPORT NEEDS 

Implement the support needs identified under the specialist recommendation. 

-. 
--------r--------r------‘--;--- 

DECISIOH M-4.1 ".r' 
- 

Accept the multiple use recommendation and the identified support needs with the 
following modification: 

._ 

Exclude that portion of NSA-247 (little Rockies) which is identified as a 
site available for sand and gravel and borrow material removal, 

. 
RATIONALE 

This action establishes d list of sites for the orderly removal of this material 
on an as needed basis. There is a direct conflict with the location of one of the 
material sites and a VSA. Since there are sufficient alternative material ‘sites,, 
it would be advantageous to drop this small area from consideration until a final 
wilderness determination is made on the WSA. '_ 

. 

, 

. _ . . 

‘\ 

. 
? 

* 
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Delineate the follcwing lands as community pit or material sale sites for obtain- 
ing sand and gravel: 

T. 27 S., R. 11 E. 'Sec. 35: %!&I$ $1 
T. 22 S., R. 11 E. Sec. 17: i::!$SE$ 
T, 28 S., R. 11 E. Sec. 26: NE&S\!& 

Demand for sand and gravel 
0 V C I* t ‘he p;?.st i.):ree y231^s* 

for public use around Hanksville has been increasing 
I:r:x?rous requests for small to large sales of sand 

and gravel have been received. The above described areas are known to be under- 
lain by sari3 
public. 

and gravel deposits a:-:d are readily accessible to the general 

W'POPT !SFr)S -< 
--_--.-----.= 
-Coriduct EA and establish cor;au.fiity pit in T. 28 S., I?. 11 E., Sec. 17 by the 

end of FY 1983. Develop the- 'other two sites on an as needed basis 
&Appraisal reports 
-Processing of material disposal requests 
-Compliance 

MULTIPLE USE A:IALYSIS 

The same impacts would apply to this.recommendation as those identified under the 
multiple use analysis for minerals recommendation, M-4.1, with the following 
additional impacts: 

RECREATION - Several sites are adjacent to identified scenic highways. Develop- 
ment of these sites would be acceptable if appropriate visual screening measures 
were used as recommended by the VRM system proposed in R-4.1 and R-5.1. 

SOCIOECO~!GMIC - This action would have a positive.impact because demand for sand 
and gravel for public use in and around Hanksville has been increasing over the 
past three years. These sites are located near the major roadways in the plann- 
ing area, thereby reducing the hauling costs and wear and tear on personal 
equipment. 

ALTERNATIVE 1 (No Action) 

Take no action ,to provide sand and gravel and borrow material for general 
use through the establishment of coinmunity pits. 

FIULTIPL'E USE AHALYSIS 

public 

This alternativfe would not impact other resource values. The'general public 
would be negatively impacted if the community pits are not available. The public 
would have to pay the going rate from private pits which could be located some 
distance from Hanksville. This would be contrary to BLM policy to provide . 
comlnunity pits for general use. 



MULTIPLE USE RECOE:HENDATION M-4.2 

Accept the specialist recommendation as written. 

RATIONALE 

There is a demonstrated need for local, private use of sand and gravel. Occasion- 
ally, pit areas near communities are off-limits to private, individual use because 
they are operated by State or local departments under material site rights-of- 
way. Community pits need to be established which provide sand and gravel material 
for local individual use. This action delineates community pit areas and directs 
an organized use of the resource. 

This recommendation received the support of a majority of the public comments and 
the District r?lultiple Use Advisory Council. . . 

SUPPORT NEEDS -. 

Implement the support needs i$ntified under the specialist recommendation; 
. . 

---"---"----_--_"---"----------------- 

DECISIOrr H-4.2 

Accept the multiple use recommendation and the identified support needs. 

RATIONALE : 
. ' 

The rationales for the specialist and multiple use recommendations adequately 
discuss and support the desirability and need for this action. 

. 
. : 

-. 
:‘, " 
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RECC'I::E:!DATIOII !?-4.3 -1_--1 

As tttc c!x;and arises, provide quantified sources of sand and gravel or borrow 
material fro;;] those areas identified as a currently undiscovered resource (SC-1 
on the [IRA Step 3-4 Saleable Mineral Inventory Overlay) that could be utilized by 
industry or used for future road construction or maintenance needs. 

RAT1 CiGLE 

Thc;e lands identificj as ar-.undiscol:ercd resource on the IJRA Step 3-3 Saleable 
Iii neral Iit’J2!t’iGt*j/ Over1 ag are kno~::n to be undzrlain by alluvial material. All 
demands for sand and gravel or borrow material cannot be determined at this 
tisi,?. Because sand 2f.d grave? a~:d borrori ~~~~~~ n2+rJrial are high bulk, 1011 unit 
materials that require centrally located production areas, it is essential 
that the Bureau respond to applicat,ions for material throughout.the planning 
area and prov ide the requested material. 

-Appraisal reports -- c- 

-Processing of Blaterial Disposal requests 
-Compliance 

MULTIPLE USE ANALYSIS 

The same impacts would apply to this recommendation as those identified under 
the multiple use analysis for minerals recom-mendations, M-4.1 and M-4.2, with 
the following additional impacts: 

WILDLIFE - Development of sand and gravel sites at legal description T. 31 
S R. 9 E. Sec. 4, 5 and 15 could result in measurable negative impacts to 
ckkial-critical bison winter range. Crucial-critical bison winter range is 
considered the limiting factor restricting bison numbers in the Henry Mountain 
planning a.rea. Although these sites would impact less than four percent of 
the bison's winter range, it is professional opinion that any loss of winter 
range would be detrimental to the nerd. As such, this recommendation would 
result in a negative impact to the bi.son herd. 

This action could also result in the substantial degradation of other wild- 
life habitat. Of special importance are raptor habitat and riparian ecosystems. 
If adequate buffer zones are provided for raptor nests and riparian systems, 
damage to these habitats can be mitigated. Because this action would result 
in the loss of sax Gldlife habitat, regardless of the mitigation options 
and rehabilitation plans, it would have an adverse impact to these wildlife 
resources. 



8 

RFCO~~~,~ENDATION-ANALYSIS- UECISION IXNTINIJEO: , 

-- * 

RECRrfiTICri L-4 I 
locations: 

- This action would have potential conflicts in the following 

a. 

b. 

C. 

d. 

Swctwa ter Creek. This area,is currently a WSA and has been identified 
as having scenic, recreation, visual, and scientific values. Develop- 
ment would conflict with recoxxndation ACEC R-1.1. 

Fremont River. Gravel pits should be screened from view of travelers 
along Highway U-24 as outlined in R-4 and R-5. 

Notom Road. Gravel pits should be screened from view of travelers on 
Notom Road (Ti?S currently estimates use at 5,000 people per year). Some 
sites may be in conflict with visitors hiking across BLl.! land to enter 
canyozs "in Capitol Reef National Park. d 

Horseshoe Canyon WSA. Any development in this area would have 
COtl-i’Ot7il to the "nonimpairment" standard until congreis decides 
wilderness status. *. 

to 
its 

ALTERNATIVE 1 (No Action) A 

Take no action to provide quantified sources.of sand and gravel and borrow 
. 

material from those areas identified as currently undiscovered resource (SG- 
1 on the URA Step 3-4, Saleable "lineral Inventory Overlay). 

MULTIPLE USE ANALYSIS 

The same impacts would apply to this ilternative as those described under the 
multiple use analysis for minerals (No Action) alternatives, M-4.1 and M-4.2. 



UNITED STr\lES 

DEPARTMEXT Or THE IFITERIOf? . I 
NcmehFF) f 

'Henry Mountain P.A.--- 

Rcfarunco Number 

M-4.3 
--- 

MULTIPLE USE RECOF+lENDATION M-4.3 : 

Accept the specialist recommendation as written and develop mitigating 
measures which will protect wildlife and recreation uses. 

RATIONALE 

Recognition of sand and gravel sources (SC-l) will provide future users with 
a potential source location. This will aid both l3LM and the resource users 
in their long terlr planning and resource projection needs. Potential resource 
use conflicts have been identified and adequate,mitigating measures can be 
developed so that future sand and gravel extraction will not cause undue 
strain on other resource users (i.e., wildlife and recreation). 

This recommendation has received the support of a majority of the public 
comments and the iDistrict Multiple Use Advisory Council. . 

. 
SUPPORT NEED 

Implement the support needs i_dFntified under the specialist recommendation; 
I r 

__-,-------I--_-----_-“---------------_- 

.DE'CISION M-4.3 

Accept the multiple use recommendation and the identified support needs'with 
the following modification: 

Exclude those portions of WSA-238 (Sweetwater Creek) and WSA-237 (Horseshoe 
Canyon) which were identified as a potential source of sand and gravel 
material. 

RATIONALE 

'lict with the identification of these WSAs as.potential 
~1 removal. Since there are sufficient alternative 

it would be advantageous to drop these areas from 
a final decision is made on their suitability for 

There is a management conf 
sources for sand and grave 
material sites -identified, 
future consideration until 
wilderness designation. 

: d 
. 

. . 
. 

. . 1 

. 
L. 

* 
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Uraniu;:~ is' one mineral identified by the Director of the Gureau of tiines as 
of "c:::.i~3~llifia r~ational significance". L ---- ---- IA-T---- tiled------' Lc,pc ;.;&a 

O!!e of the long term objectives of 
>>rcait oi a;~'l.~ilc 1s to n!aI:e s:rch minerals avai.labie for use 

,consistent with national policy and related demand. 

Planning Arm Analysis c!ata itidicates that the expected 15 percent annual 
increase in the dz;;and for uraniua has not mterialized because .oF a cha;;ge 
in the polj tical c?imate cor!cer-niiig nuclear power. ikwcver, higher prices 
and a r?ev,ly constructed uran<u:n mill will I:e tvajpr incentives leading to 
increased expioration 2nd d,~~~elop;;len t of the uranium resource in the planning 
area. 

. 

. 
. 



Recognize the folloGng public lands as having valuable uranium deposits that 
will be fully developed: 

T. 35 S., R. 11 E. T. 36 S., R. 11 E. - 
See. 8 through 15 Sec. 5 and.6 Sec. 17 23 
S cc. 27 thro~$, 

through 
31 

The a?;ovc described lan,ds are included in Plateau Resource's uranium mine and 
mill complex. Uranium reserves are proven over much of the area and exten- 
sive exploration is ctrrre;;';ly being coRciucted. Published reserves for 
Plateau's mining property are 5.8 million pounds of U3D8. 

The 43 CFR 3809 regulations provide for protection of other surface resources 
and reclamation of areas disturbed by exploration and mining operations. 

SUP?OP.T NEEDS 
* 

-Processing notices and plans of operation under the 3302 and 3809 regulations 
-Compliance 

MULTIPLE USE ANALYSIS 

If the above public lands are actively mined ,.the following impacts could 
occur: 

RANGE - This action would have a negative impact on range resources. However, 
most of the effects (i. e., destroyed vegetation cover) would be short term. 
There are several study sites in the area which have been in existence for 
several years. If these sites are destroyed, valuable data would be lost. 
To prevent the loss of these study sites,,mining companies and/or miners 
should be informed of these sites and requested to leave them intact. Reclamat- 
ion should be encouraged on all disturbed areas, 

WATERSHED - This action would substanti.ally degrade the watershed. Explorat- 
ion requires extensive drill site locations and access roads to locate a body 
ore; prospect holes are often drilled every 100 feet in a grid work pattern. 
This can have a significant impact upon the watershed in terms of disturbed 
surface area. Mineral extraction is also damaging to ground surface cover. 
This damage has already occurred to a large extent in the area from exploration 
that took place prior to implementation of the 3809 regulations. This prior 
damage is an additional reason why locatable mining must be closely monitored 
to provide adequate environmental safeguard for other resource values. 

; 



CiILDLIFE - This action ::o~ld +a~c: 3 n~j~+ 'f ,j~~liC impact on riparian ecosystems, 
conflicting with wildlife reco;.~~;:c:~dation 3.1. 

These arcas hat/c already been negatively impacted from the exploration and 
developzznt tliat occurred prior to 3W9 regulations implementation. Wildlife 
use in the area will be minimal because of the mining activity. 

S@CIOECO~IO!4IC - This action LIould have a positive impact on the socioeconomic 
sector. This impact would result from the creation of net/ jobs and could 
beco;:le significant :!::;:!~?dina Iiyo:l t>e amount of uranium production. 
structure could be impacted-both positively and negatively. 

Infra- 
LOCal governments 

could increase revenues ircu no>;/ taxes which could be collected on the newly 
generate:! inccme. If the XWnt of k:orkers increased significantly, negative 
impacts coul d resul t frc;:.; t.i;zi r _! ̂ .-. _ LG.L:,,il nz for in-r-sass! services. Since State 
and local ~gv~rw;e(:.ts c're unable to charge a &verance tax on the mined 
minerals, meeting demand for increased services blould be dependent upon the 
ability to genera% funds throuch regular tax efforts. Mitigatina this 
impact would require close coo&nation between the mining companies and 
state and local gowrnsents. 

AtTER1!ATIVE 1 (No 

Take no action to recognize those lands described in the recommendation (M- 
5.1) as essential for uranium exploration and development. 

c 

Action) 

MULTIPLE USE ANALYSTS 

All impacts described under the multiple use analysis for the recommendation 
(M-5.1) would occur with this alternative. If the land were to go to patent, 
no protective stipulations could be applied. 
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I IJomt?(MFP) 

Henry Hou\ntain P .A. !I.i 

I Acrivi+y Minerals - Uranitj 

. MULTIPLE IISE RECOtliiE!lDATION M-5.1 

Accept the specialist recommendation as written. 

RATIOHALE 

The identified lands are critical to development of Plateau Resources uranium 
mine and mill site. The lands are needed for drilling, access roads, impound- 
ment reservoirs for mine dewa.tering, ventilation, etc. as the mine facilities 
expand. 

Recognizing the lands as essential for development would red flag the area 
for potential conflicts with other resource users. . 

SUPPORT NEEDS 

Implement the support needs identified under the specialist recommendation. 

. * 
DECISION M-5.1 : . 

Accept the multipl.. e use recommendation and the identified support needs. 

RAT1 ONALE 
. 

Recognizing these particular public lands as having valuable uranium deposits 
which will be extracted, provides the area manager with advanced warning in 
terms of other resource use proposals which. may conflict with the mining . 
operations. This decision will help reduce these resource conflicts by 
directing such proposals to other areas where the probability for mineral 
extraction is remote. 

. 

. 
. . 

- . . 

r 
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UI;ITCD STATES 
DEPkHTMvlNT OC TllE INTERIOR 111 P .A . 

Recogn?;ze those lands id?ntif;o. ,J as Ur-2, W-l(m) and Ur-l(3) on the URA Step 
3-4 Locatable Yinera Invc;ltory Gvcrlay as potentially valuable for the 
uranium resource and maintain the availability of these lands for exploration 
for and development of the uranium resource. 

RI"\TIOi:ALE 

Ih,'i th the exceptian cf the core cf.the henry Zo!lntains, the entire planning 
unit is un&rlain by the C!:inle or Morrison Fotmations, both of which are 
prolific uranium producers. 

Recent discoveries by Plateau Resources in the Shootering.Canyon area have 
sparked exploration throughout the planning area. The Cepartment, of Energy 
has estimc'ted that 21,800,GGO pounds' of probable potential resources and 
15,9OO,CO3 pounds of possible potential resources may be present in the Henry 
i.;cuiit&j;l area, 

Exploration is currently heaviest in the No&h Wash, Trachyte, Shoortering 
Canyon, and 6ullfrog Creek areas. 

Past production of uranium and vanadium from the Henry Plountain area has been 
limited by transportation to a processing facility. The uranium mill that 
has recently been completed by Plateau Resources will undoubtedly become the 
processing plant for much of the ore produced in the planning area. This 
mill will be a major factor contributing to the increase in the value of ores 
found in the area. 

The 43 CFR 3809 regulations require that operators notify the BLM prior to 
conducting surface disturbing activities on unpatented mining claims. The 
regulations provide for the protection of other surface resources and provide 
for reclamation of all disturbed areas. 

SUPPORT NEEDS 

-Processing Notices and Plans of Operation under the 3802 and 3809 Regulations. 

MULTIPLE USE AP!ALYSIS 

RANGE - Impacts from this action would not materialize until uranium exploration 
and development occurred, and the same impacts described under the multiple use 
analysis for recommendation, M-5.1, would apply. 

WATERSHED - Because these areas are currently available to mineral location 
under the mining laws and are subject to th.e 3802 or 3809 mining regulations, 
negative impacts to the watershed could be mitigated if the mining claim were 
not patented. If a claim were patented, protective stipulations would no 
longer be applicable. 
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WILDLIFE - Existing management plans do not recognize the importance of the 
Little f';oc):jCS 2s a ~~'~~'~*f~~-ll~" ,,)/,, ,,.,Ltion site for the desert bighorn‘shccp or 
provide guidance cn I:litigation of impacts from uranium drilling. Therefore, 
the continued exploration ant! developmnt of uranium at locations T. 35 S., 
R. 12 E. Sec. 
habitat. This 

11-14 would seriously deg.rade this potential biqhorn sheep 
recomwndation is in direct opposition to wildiife recommend- 

ations M. -1.2, and ACEC b!L-1.5 and would have an adverse impact on wildlife 
objectives. 

In addition, the continued exploration and development of uranium resources 
and their related activities could have a measurable impact‘on riparian 
ecosystems. As such, the recommendation would conflict with wildlife recommend- 
ations b/L-3.1 and ACEC UL-1.4 and have an adverse impact on these wildlife 
objectives. 

Increased uranium activity on Ticaboo Mesa could have a negative impact on 
the proposed antelope transplant program. .Howevcr, because this' area has 
marginal antelope habitat the impact should not, be significant. 

RECREATION - This action conflicts with R-8 which recommends a mineral 
withdrawal on four developed recreation sites*. 

This action would have a negative conflict wi.th wilderness. Under wilderness 
mqnagement policy, new mineral claims will not be allowed in a designated 
wilderness area after a certain date. The phase "maintain these lands for 
. ..development of uranium" is inconsistent with this policy. There also 
could be an adverse impact to the recreation values of the Little Rockies 
during the life of any large development project or longer,- depending on what 
is done with the mine tailings. BLM would have no control over mining . 
activities if mining claims were patented. 

SOCIOECONOMIC - This action could have a positive impact on the socioeconomic 
sector. This impact would only be realized if mining activities were increased 
in the planning area because of new uranium discoveries. Infrastructure 

.could be negatively impacted if uranium development caused a large influx of 
new workers. These workers would create a demand for services (e.g., roads, 
schools, waste treatment, fire, police etc.) which could not be easily met by 
local governments. Advanced planning on the local level would be needed to 
prevent the potential problems associated with any rapid growth and development. 

ALTERNATIVE 1 

This alternative is the same as recommendation M-5.2 with the following 
modifications: 

Gthdraw the following areas from mineral entry: \ 

a. Little Rockies USA, exluding Four-Mile Canyon > 
b. Beaver tilash Canyon portion of-the Dirty Devil WSA, 
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t:ULTlPLE USE A:lfLYSIS --I__ --- 

!*lI !iEi?&LS - The withdraxal would have a negative impact on the minerals develop- 
ment program. Both proposed withd.rswa 1 
geologic potential 

areas have been identified as having 
for locatable minerals. If these areas are withdrawn, no 

new claims could be filed nor would the actual value of this potential ever be 
deterc;incd. Exploratsry drilling is needed to evaluate the mineral values in 
these formations and the withdrawal would preclude this activity. A large 
portion of the Little Rockies have not had claims filed on them and none would 
be possible l;:ith the withdrawal. llsc of the 3309 regulations would be preferable 
to closing the area from mineral entry. 

WATERSHED - The withdrawal action would have a positive impact on the watershed 
values in Beaver !/ash Canyon and The Little Rockies. Locatable mineral activity 
is usually associated with surface disturbance which degrades the watershed. 
Any management action which precludes this type of activity would benefit 
watershed resources. 

WILDLIFE - This alternative complements wildlife recommendations WL-1.2, 
ACEC,/WL-1.4 and ACECJWL-1.5, and would positively impact wildlife habitat. A 
full discussion of these impacts has been given under the ration,ales and multiple 
use analysis for the above wildlife recommendations. 

RECREATION - This alternative would have a positive impact on recreation values. 
These beneficial impacts would result from the preservation of recreational and 
scientific values associated with Beaver Wash Canyon and the Little Rockies. 
This alternative complements recreation recommendations ACEC/R-1.2 and 1.3. 
Recreation values are fully discussed under the rationales for these recommend- 
ations. 

SOCIOECONOMIC - There could be an adverse impact on the socioeconomic conditions 
on state and local levels. This impact would depend on .the tax revenues and 
employment opportunities foregone if locatable minerals were actually present 
in the withdrawn areas. However, this impact would be insignificant since the 
withdrawal would not affect existing claims (Four Mile Canyon of the Little . 
Rockies and a majority of Beaver Wash Canyon) and because the remaining area 
would remain open to further exploration and development. 

ALTERNATIVE 2 (No Action) 

Take no action to recognize those lands identified in the recommendation (M-5.2) 
as potentially v'aluable for uranium exploration and development., 

MULTIPLE USE ANALYSIS 

Under the locatable mining laws, exploration and development for valuable minerals 
could still occur even if the potential for uranium development was not recognized. I 

. Failing to recognize this'potential for future development could cause serious 



conflicts with other types of resource uses which are intended to. preserve 
rather than exploit recIource values. Knowing and redognizing these potential 
ut-anium d~veloprnent ar2iis thrcu:jhOut the plsrlning area will help identify 
potential conflicts which can he mitigated. 
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UNiTtO STATES 

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 

BUREAU OF LAN0 MANAGEhIENT 

MC,RAGE:t",",EPt-f i'RAP?\EWORK PLE\H 
~ECO:/I:U;ENOATIO~J-AI"IALYSIS--OEClSlON 

W;lmo(MFP) 8 

Hpn rv ?fOUILt&m. - 
hclivily 

Minerals - IL - 
Reforonce Number 

MULTIPLE USE RECOKIENDATIO~J H-5.2 

Accept alternative 1 as written. 

RATIONALE -- 

The majority of the planning area is underlain by the Morrison and Chinle 
formations, k!hich produce significant amounts of uranium throughout the Colorado 
Plateau region. The nature of the uranium deposits and the reiation of these 
deposits to their host foroations.make it impossible to predict the exact 
locations of commercially valuable quantities: they could occur almost any;Jhere. 
Therefore, the nature of this recommendation is to red flag this potential to 
management so that future resource tradeoff decisions can be properly made. 

Two areas have been identified for mineral withdrawal. 'Beaver Wash Canyon has 
been identified as a cold desert riparian ecosystem that is in good ecological 
condition. In the semi-arid west, such areas are scarce and make up a relatively .e...- small porti'on of the public land resources. Management actions are needed 
which will prevent the loss of these resource values. 

The Little Rockies &A has been identified as a bighorn sheep reintroduction 
area (see recommendation WL-1.2). This animal species has experienced a drastic 
decline in population due to loss of suitable habitat. The sensitivity of this 
.species to various forms of surface disturbing activities makes the reintroduction 
in the wilderness study area very desirable. There have been minimal man- 
related intrusions into the area, but conditions are changing. A BLM commitment 
to the introduction program scheduled for 1982-83 requires management actions 
which will provide adequate habitat protection. Mineral withdrawal is one 
action which would help assure a quality habitat conducive to the bighorn 
sheep's requirements. 

Four Mile Canyon has been excluded from.the withdrawal boundary since mining 
claims have been filed and active exploratory drilling has shown commercial 
deposits of uranium. Established claims would not be affected by a withdrawal 
action nor would the withdrawal preclude existing claims from the logical pace 
and progression of mineral extraction should the deposit extend into the 
withdrawn area. Mineral development in this canyon should not interfere with 
the reintroduction program nor will the withdrawal interfere with uranium 
extraction should market conditions warrant production. 

This recommendation received the support of more than half the public comments 
and the Distric Advisory Council. , 

SUPPORT NEEDS 

* i '.' -Initiation of withdrawal procedures .. , -Processing Notices and Plans of Operation under the 38Oi'and 3809 regulations 
-Validity determination for existing claims in withdrawal areas 



RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION CONTINUED: 
& -- 

. 

DECISION M-5.2 

Accept the multiple use recommendation and the identified support needs with 
the following modification: 

Withdrawal action should only be initiated if the two areas are not 
designated wilderness. 

RATIONALE 

While the two areas have status as WSAs, adequate protection will be provided 
under the Interim Management Policy and Guidelines for Lands Under Wilderness 
Review. Should these two areas not receive a wilderness designation, protective 
management actions would be needed to maintain the resource values identified 
under ACEC rationales for recommendations ACEC/WL-1.4 and'l.5. 

The Beaver Wash Canyon area encompasses approximately 4,800 acrds and is 
characterized by its cold desert riparian ecosystem. A geologic minera-l 
(uranium) potential is known to exist for.the,Dirty Devil WSA of which 
'Beaver Wash Canyon is a part: Recent drilling by Cotter Corporation in an 
area adjacent to the canyon failed to find a significant amount of uranium. 
The,potential for uranium deposits in Beaver Vash Canyon is also considered 
low. Because Beaver Wash Canyon is a very small part of the Dirty Devil 
area, exclusion of mineral development in the canyon would not significantly 
impact mineral development in the Dirty Devil area. 

The Little Rockies WSA has been identified as'a bighorn sheep reintroduction 
area. These anima1.s are sensitive toahuman disturbances, especially mining 
activities. This WSA has been identified as having a geologic potential for 
uranium and silver. Exploratory drillifig was conducted in Four Mile Canyon 
and uranium and silver deposits were found. The uranium depos'its were small 
when compared to the Shootaring Canyon area just west of the Little Rockies. 
The cost of developing these deposits would be high because of the rugged 
topography of the Four Mile Canyon and the Little Rockies in general. 
Because Four Mile Canyon did have mineral deposits, it was excluded from the 
withdrawal proposal. 
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ISS!!E -_-.- 

Khich public lands have I;he host potential for gold, silver, and copper resource 
explcration and dcvclo;)mnt? 

Allox for the cont!n~~ed exploration and develop ~~!it Of the gold, silver, and cop;Jer 

resources on public lands \:!i-I;F~in the planning area,. 

RAT1 CMLE --- 

Interest and explora.tion for gold, silver, and copper in the plannicg area dates 
back to 1583. 
Straight Creek, 

Although claim are still held in the BroiGde Flasin, Eulldog Ridge, 
and Xount l-lillers areas, the aajority of exploration and developwnt 

is occurring on placer claim along Crescent Creek. Gtologists familiar with the 
complex geology of til e jnountains proper feel-.that drilling program may qncounter 
deep-?ying ore bodies in the Broinide Qsin area. Exploration work OR unpatented 
mining claims i:~ the abovL Q describeId areas will continue. 
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NarnnhFP) 

llcnry Yoilntain ?.A _ __._..-. .-.-.. .---.---.-I. .-__ - 
Acttvity 

nct.sls-~old,Sil\/cr,ConI'~t' 
RUfL’CeIlCC lludJ*r 

Recognize the lands identified as Au-Ag-Cu-1 and Au-3 on the URR Step 3-4 
Locatable ::ineral :n,dzntory overlay as valuable for the exploration and 

.develop~ent of the gold, silver, and copper resources. 

RATIONALE _____---- 

Exploration pork is currently being conducted on unpatented claims in the 
Bromide Basin, Bulldog Ridge, Straight Creek and ilount Hillers areas. Placer 
claii;ys alon; Cresc~~~t Crc& aye t;?j jig dzvcj sped. The recent increase in the 
price of gold and silver has led to inc z-eased exploration on claims in the 
area. 

The 43 CFR 3809 Regulations require claim holders to notify the Bureau prior to 
conducting suface 6isLclrbing act7vities; The rzjulations provide for the 
protection of other surface resources and provide for reclamation of disturbed 
areas. 

SUPPORT NEEDS . 

-Processing of Notices and Plans of Operation under the 3802 and 3809 Regulations. 
-Compliance 

MULTIPLE USE ANALYSIS 

Impacts from this recommendation would be the same as those described.under the 
multiple use analysis for recommendations M-5.1 and M-5.2. 

. 

In addition, wildlife and recreation values would be. impacted as follows: 

WILDLIFE - Increased exploration and development of gold, silver and copper 
resources would have a significantly measurable impact on riparian habitats, 
especially if high pressure water techniques are used to remove overburden 
along or near stream beds. This recommendation could conflict with the wildlife 
objectives for wildlife recommendation WL-3.1. 

RECREATION -- This action could conflict with wilderness values, primarily on 
Mt. Hillers and Mt. Pennell. Under wilderness management policy, no new claims 
for locatable minerals will be allowed after a certain date following wilderness 
designation. If any of th+ above named areas are eventually designated wilderness, 
this recommendation would be in direct conflict with the wilderness management 

.policy. Valid existing rights would remain unaffected. 

ALTERNATIVE 1 (No Action) 

Take no .action to recognize those lands identified in the ;Tcommendation (M- 
6.1) as valuable for exploration and development. 
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RECOMMENDATiON-ANALYSIS-DECISION COFJTIMJED: _,' 

FTULl-IPLE USE ,'W\LYSIS 

Impacts fro?1 this recomzcndation would be the same as those described under the 
multiple use analysis for the no action alternatives M-5.1 and M-5.2. 



MULTIPLE USE RECOIIMEPIDRTION M-6.1 

Accept the specialist recommendation as written. 

NunliZF~ !,lountain P.A. J - 
Aclivity 

nerals-Gold,Silver,Coppcr 
- 

Roforaocs Numbar 

M-6.1 

RATIONALE 

Lands known to be valuable or prospectively valuable for commercial quantities 
of thesc.resources should.be recognized to help the land manager spot potential 
land and resource use conflicts. Other resource users would also benefit from 
knowning that the potential for locatable mineral development exists and could 
plan accordingly. . 

At the present time, prices for silver and copper do not warrant the development 
of these metals in the planning area. As these resources.are gradually depleted 
elsewhere and the prices for these metals.increase, further exploration and 
development could take place within the.identified areas. Gold.prices currently 
support development of this resource in Crescent'Creek. . 

Recognizing the mineral values of.these areas would hopefully prevent future 
management decisions from segregating these lands from exploration and/or 
development of the identified resources. 

SUPPORT NEEDS 

Implement the support needs identified under the specialist recommendation. 

rr-r’---rr-r-r---rr-r-rrI------------r-r 

DECISION M-6.1 

Accept the multiple use recommendation and the identified support needs. 

RATIOHALE 

The rationales for the specialist and multiple use recommendations adequately 
. discuss and support the desirabil.ity and-need for this action. 



Sedimntary rock units containing g:/psw and clay occur within the planning 
area; ~CSI~VCT: further explc:.ation -is needed to dctemiIle if economic quantities 
of mterial exist. J+sc;-yes of 5 + (3Li-1 crmnoriit~es a"2 currently being develcped 
in other areas; thus, thzre IS FIO dci:?an d for the natcrial found.within the planning 
area. Local dmar,ds for clay col!:d develop in the future and make deposits 
economic. 

. 
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i RC(;UhiLii !;&I li;ri- rZiii4iYSiS - UECISIII?J 
---_-.---------- --..-. -..-- ----.-.. -. .-_-- ~I_ -. H-7.1 

. 

f?EClji:i::‘fi3,“,TIoii rim7.1 
----- 

Recognize those lands identified as Cl-2 on the URA Step 3-4 Saleable ?lineral 
Inventory Overlay and those lands-idzntified as Gy-1 on the IJRA Step 3-4 Locatable 
Mineral Inventory Overlay as containing potentially valuable gypsum and clay 
deposits and cjintain the availability of these lands for exploration and 
P cssiblc. devciopment of the gypsum and clay resources. 

RATIONALE 

The deposit of clay in T. 31 S., R. 8 E. is of corcirercial grade; however, no 
demand exists for the material because of its isolation. Local demands for 
clc?~ would utilize the czterial. Those lands identified as an undiscovered 
resource for gy$su:1 c,o:-~tain 10 to 3ii foot ggpstl:il beds at the outcrop. No 
Q >:, p lo;'atory dril!int; has been conducted in the area because of the deposits 
isolation and distance from market. 
df-posits in Sexier County, Deposits 

Dei:ands for gypsum are currently set from 
Gthin the planning .area could become 

econc?lic as existing sources become depleted. 

StlPPORT NEEDS - 

-Fqraisal Reports for Clay 
-Processing of Notices or Plans of Operation under the 3309 Regulations 
-Compliance 

MULTIPLE USE ANALYSIS 

WATERSHED - Recognizing these lands as having value for exploration and develop- 
ment for gypsum and clay products would have no impact on the watershed. But 
if the areas were developed, negative impacts would occur to the watershed in 
the short term. 

These impacts would be the same as those 
analysis for recommendation M-1.1. 

WILDLIFE - Although exploration and deve 1 

described under the multip1.e use 

opment of gypsum and clay resources . ._ 
would result in the loss of some wildlife habItat, no serious impacts should 
result. 

RECREATION - There could be an adverse impact on recreation values depending on 
the magnitude and location of any future development. This is most likely to 
occur in the area identified betizreen the Notom Road and Capitol Reef National 
Park where scenic and recreational values are high. NPS data indicates that 
5,000 people use this area annually for sightseeing and hiking. 

SOCIOECONOMIC - Maintaining these lands as available for future gypsum and clay 

r* development would have a positive impact to the socio-economic sector in terms 
of meeting future demands. There would also be a positive impact in terms of 
new jobs which could be created from the material development and the resultant 
tax revenues generated for state and local governments. 

. . 
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~ECO~~~~~Ei~l~~TION-A~JALYSI~-ffECl~lON CO:;Ti'iLjEO: i ; L .'_ 
-- ~.- _- ____.-__--- .--__-_ ----.-.-.------_-_-_- ----__ - 

Take no action to recognize those lands identified in the recommendation (M-7.1) 
as potentially valuable for exploration an3 development. 

MULTIPLE USE AP!ALYSIS 

Failing to recognize this potential for future development could cause serious 
conflicts with other types of resource uses which are intended to preserve 
rather than exploit res3ilrce \!313.3s. Knc;.:ing and recognizing these potential 
gypsum and clay material devclcpnent areas b,ould help identify potential conflicts 
which can be corrected. 

No impacts would result to otiler resource values from not recognizing the gypsum 
and clay reswrces. The Impacts would not occur until actual development started. 

. 
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. MULTIPLE USE RECOtNEFIDATIOF! M-7.1 

Accept the specialist recommendation as written. 

RATIOPIALE 

Deposits of clay and gypsum within the planning area are currently non-commercial. 
However, as deposits of these resources currently mined elsewhere are depleted, 
and as portions of the planning area undergo future development, the deposits 
of gypsum and clay within the planning area may become economically valuable. 
By recognizing these deposits within the planning area as being potentially 
valuable, sound land use decisions can be made which will minimize resource use 
conflicts. 

This could prevent future management decisions from segregating these lands 
from exploration and/or development of the identified resources. 

. . 

SUPPORT NEEDS . 

Implement the support needs identified under the specialist recommendation. . . 
-------------------------- --.-L--,,,,,,, 

DECISION M-7.1 

Accept the multiple use recommendation and the identified support needs. 

The rationales for the specialist and mu,ltiple use recommendations adequat&ly 
discuss and support the desirability and need for this action. 
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O”,JECTI’!E II__-_-._- 

i?$,T 1 sL-Jfl’.,t-E 
-_------ - 

Cue to the eXt?EiY!2S in climte, tOpOgriphy, and elevatiorl in the planning area, 
t'nei-2 aw variations in the location, quantity, and species of forest products 
availa3'le. As pooulation i~-~crc'ascs and fuel costs increase, demand for wood 
products can he c$ected to increase. Sirlce the plar.ning area also has high 
ret reation , wildlife, and \/ate:-shed values in the forested areas, a manageir,c:Yt 
prcc;r’c?n is necessary to ni9inize resource con-Flicts. 



tJN!.IED STATES 

OEPARTMENT OF THE iNTlHlOR 

BUREAU OF LAND MA;;Aljif~1i\T 

RECC :,::,'.;:IUI*\TIC:~-A?!ALYSlS- CIECISION 

NcmohFP) 

Ilcriry ilollntnin P.A. 

ArtiviIy 

Forest Products/Fire !!gi; 
Roforonce ~lumbor 

F-l 

RECO:;:!EKDATIOFi F-l . 1 

Nanage the forest resources under the following guidelines: 

a. Allow no commercial sales of'timber (i e., aspen, Engleman spruce; 
Pondcrosa pine, Douglas fir), in the planning area. 

b. Allow non-commercial harvest of woodland products (pinyon and juniper 
trees) for pine nuts, firewood, posts, and Christmas trees. Do not allow 
construction of Ned roads to cbtain these products. 
of trees within iriO' of established roads. 

Do not allow cutting 
Do not allow tree cutting 

within 250' of developed and undeveloped recreation sites. 

C. Allow commercial harvest of woodland products for firewood, posts, pine 
nuts, and Christzzs trees on a limited basis. Priority cutting areas for 
green pinyon-junip cr should be in places where removal of vegetation will 
benefit forest or other resources. Construction of new roads should be 
avoided. Commercial sales will have the required Evironmental Assessment 
(EA) completed to develop mitigating measures to protect soils, watershed, 
cultural and visual resources. Commercial sales should also maintain the 
non-commercial standards for distances from roads and recreation areas. 

0. Prohibit any tree cutting in areas where bristlecone pine grows. 

RATIONALE - 

Currently there is an insignificanti demand.for timber products in the planning 
area. Adjacent National Forest land is closer to regional sawmills and provides 
the high quality timber in sufficient quantity to meet local demand. This sit- . 
uation is expected to continue. 

Resource analysis indicates that most productive timber stands in the resource 
area are located on steep slopes (in some cases, 70% or greater), in poor 
soils, qr along scenic roads. Some commercial timber could be available for a 
"one time only" selective cut, at the Horn, Mcf+lillan Springs, Dandelion Flat, 
and Hog Flat. Watershed, wildlife, and recreational considerations far out- 
weigh the commercial forestry values present in these areas and BLM policy 
states that forest products should only be considered for sale if the benefits 
exceed harvest expenditures and environmental considerations. . 

Woodland areas cover approximately 10% of the planning area and can meet both 
the commercial and non-commercial demand for firewood, posts and Christmas. 
trees. Harvest of woodland products can have either a beneficial or adverse 
affect on other resources depending on the manner in which it is undertaken. 
Restrictions on cutting areas outlined in the recommendation above will minimize 
the possibility of adversely affecting recreation, soils, watershed, wildlife, 

*' cultural and visual resources. The EA on commercial sales is required by the 

c 
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Department Manual (516 Drl 6, Appendix 5, as published in the Federal Register 
Vol. 46:15, p. 7495, Jan. 23, 1921). 

SOCIOECO~lCMIC - This action would have a positive impact on the socioeconomic 
sector, Authorizing commercial cut areas for woodland products would provide 
the general public the opportunity to increase their personal income. This 
would apply even though demand for commercial harvest areas is practically non- 
existent. If population in the area increases from energy development projects, 
the demand could change significantly. A forestry management program will 
assure the protection of other resource values while providing woodland products 
for public use. 

ALTERKATIVE 1 (No Action) 

Take no action to create and implement a forest management program in the 
planning area. 

MULTIPLE USE ANALYSIS 

If a forest management program is not adopted for the planning area, those 
benefits described under the multiple use analysis for the recommendation (F- 
1.1) would probably not occur. Conflicts with other resource values could 
result without the knowledge of the land manager, and in some cases, signi- 
ficant damage could occur (e.g., new roads being created in areas where no 
roads should be allowed, timber being cut in areas that should be off limiits, 
etc.). 

Lack of a forest management plan coul,d result in significant adverse impacts 
to other resources and would not provide the public with defined areas for. 
removal of woodland products. 

Bristlecone pine is known to exist in several isolated locations on tit. Ellen 
and Nt. Hillers. Studies have indicated that these trees are up to 1,500 
years old and are of scientific interest. 

SUPPORT IlEEDS . . 

-Surface protection specialist 
-Monitoring program for commercial harvest 
-Develop maps showing non-commercial harvest areas by the end of FY 1982 

MULTIPLE USE ANALYSIS 

RANGE - This action would present no. significant conflicts to the range program. 
Authorizing woodland products to be harvested under controlled removal procedures 
will assure a minimal impact to range resources and will help.prevent the - 
potential for closed woodland communities. 
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UTERSHED - This action would not significantly impact watershed. Allowing some 
COinli:eKi al harvest of v:Od!Z nd products could have a‘net beneficial effect if 
it were ;:lsnaged propcr?y. It is possible to harvest woodland materials in such 
a manner that the watershed could be illproved through type conversion of 
pinyon-juniper to grass-shrub. At this time interest in this type of harvest 
is low, but i-n the not so distant future it is possible for the demand for wood 
as a fuel to increase. If this occurs, commercial harve'st of woodland products 
would be a possible management tool for watershed improvement. 

WILDLIFE - Allowing no conmercial sales of timber would preserve the existing 
wildlife environment in the limited timber areas. Authorizing commercial 
harvest of woodland (pinyon-juniper) areas would have a beneficial impact to 
wildlife and their habitat if the harvesting is done on a controlled basis. 
Commercial cutting would increase brok:se and perhaps forb production by "opening 
up" closed stands. This resulting vegetative diversification would enhance all 
wildlife species. Precautions must be taken to assure that adequate cover is 
maintained for wildlife use as called for in the recommendation. 

RECREATION - This action would have a positive impact to visual and recreation 
resources. Most locations where timber species are found have high recreation 
values, such as developed campsites (e.g., Lonesome Beaver), undeveloped 
campsites (e.g., Turkey Haven) and numerous dispersed camping areas. Timber 
locations also coincide with VRM Class II areas.which have many miles of 
recreation roads (e.g., through Sawmill Basin to Wickiup and Bull Creek Pass). 
This recommendation would preserve.recreation values in sensitive areas. 

Woodland areas also occur in areai with high scenic values (e.g., Stanton Pass, 
or, east of Mt. Pennell) and/o-r recreation values (e.g., McMillan Spr‘ings). 
However, woodland areas are also found in less sensitive areas such as Thompson 
Mesa and Tarantula Mesa. The management guidelines for woodland harvest areas 
will mitigate any adverse affects to recreation and visual resources. 

. . 
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MULTIPLE USE RECOt!MENDATION F-l.1 - 

Accept the specialist recommendation as written. 

RATIONALE , 

The need for developing a forest management policy was adequately shown in the 
objective and recommendation. The multiple use analysis identified favorable 
benefits to range, recreation, wildlife and socioeconomics; No adverse'effects 
from this recommendation were identified. 

The recommendation received support from the District Multiple Use Advisory 
Council, and of the 40 responses received from the public, support for no commercial 
timber or bristlecone pine harvest was strong. 

The recommendation as written gives the- needed guidance to manage the HMPA forestry 
resource, minimizes adverse impacts to other resources, and is flexible enough to 
allow for some variations in response to possible changes.in the public's demand 
for wood products. 

SUPPORT NEEDS 

Implement the support needs identified under the specialist recommendation. 

--------------------------------- -----mw- 

DECISION F-l.1 

Accept the multiple use recommendatio; and the identified support needs.. 

RATIONALE 

. 

The rationale for the specialist and multiple use recommendations adequately 
discuss and support,the desirability and need for this action. 
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pt-event txna~2;i~~nt reau: res full s$p?ression action on all fires. Fire management 
areas should h2 initiaG3 to rninfmize fire suppression efforts on certain 
identified blocks of 12~: f! ,nat w:!ld have ;;Ioderate to no impacts on the r2- 
sources presmt. The e~tablish;?ent of fire management units would require less 
suppression expenditure and an identification of parameters within which fires 
e:ouid be allo:;:ed to burn themselves out or burn to suppression action. 

Expected results from a modified fire program would include: . 

1. The use of fire, either managed wildfire or prescribed fire to create 
vegetative changes and reduce accuwlated fuel loads. 

2. Reduced cost of .fire suppression in areas of low resource values. 

3. Reduced cost of fire suppression in are+s.of poor or limited accessibility 
to ground tankers and hand crews. ' 

res 
4. Reduced suppression costs in areas that may be planned for prescribed. 
burns, This would eliminate, in a large part, funds expended to suppress f i 
where funds are being programmed for starting fires in the same location. 

t 
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rklmn(MrP) 

Ilcnry Tlollntain P.fi. 
Activity 

Fores 1 Products/Fi rc t$;,,;i.. 
- -.--- --___ 
Roforencc Number 

F-2.1 _-- ----------'-- --....- 

Implci-2i;^;. a limit4 fire suppression progra!? 7:hich will continue to assure 
resource protection for all users; See attached map for full and limited fire 
suppression area. 

R4TI Op,!P.!.E -_-- ..-._.-- 

Areas identified for modified suppression have historically had a low fire 
occuwznce wit? S??l.l acreage loss. The wide interspaces with little or no 
ground fuel prevent the fires fro;n spreading into large acreage situations. 
Ciany of the lightning fires are aczo!::par!icc! by high-intensity localized thunder- 
showers that usually extinguish the ignitions. 

Areas of pcor or no access us~~ally have large expanses of natural barriers 
which will limit fire size. These areds are out of sight of the planning 
area's population centers and fire scars would, for the most part, not be' 
visible from most major thoroughfares. 

Limited fire suppression management areas will have identified parameters 
within kihicil fires should be allo,+cd to burn thsrselves out or burn to sup- 
pression action. These parameters will be prescriptions for each unit and will 
consider weather factors (temperature, wind spzed, velccity, fuel moisture, 
relative hJ;;lidity, etc.) property ownership, terrain, land use, smoke loading 
and fire behavior. Used with current situation monitoring, these parameters 
will allow the Bureau to reintroduce fire into the ecosystem on a pre-planned 
and prescribed basis. I 

Each fire reported to the Richfield Interagency Dispatch Office will be anal- 
yzed to see if its present and predicted behavior on an identified block or 
unit will fit the established parameters (prescription) for that unit. If so, 
the fire will be nionitored by the fire management organization until it expires 
on its own or exceeds the prescription. At that time, the fire will.be ex- 
tinguished or "herded" back into prescription, depending on the fire behavior, 
land ownership, and weather for the fire location. 

The private lands in the Henry Mountain Planning Area are theoretically pro- 
tected by the State of Utah Forestry and Fire Control; (UF&FC) but as there are 
no UF&FC creMs or equipment in eastern Nayne County, BLM has suppressed fires 
on private land on the mountains proper and upon request aids the Hanksville 
Volunteer Fire Department on areas along the Fremont River. 

Upon receiving notification of a fire on these private lauds, BLM advises the 
UF&FC and they will, in most.instances, request BLM crews to take action. The 
same procedure is followed for fires on state lands located on the Henry . 
Mountains. 

i 
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Authority to act in behalf of the State of Utah is found in the Fire Control 
Cooperative kJreemcnt L-. '?t;!een BLM and the State of Utah, dated September 19, 
1971: i2nd fOriX?ll~ signed in >lay of 1979. 

SUPPORT t!EEDS ---- 

See attached Fire Kanagerent Area Fire Classification Report. 

F!ULT!PLE USE ANALYSIS 

FOREST - This action would have no significant short-tern1 impact on the forest 
resources. Although potentially harvestable timber could,be destroyed, demand 
for forest products is very IOX and the supply is more than adequate to meet 
expected needs for the forseeable future. There would be a long-term beneficial 
impact to forest products. lost of the timber and woodland areas are old 
growth, over-mature stands with very low growth rates. Fire would create 
younger, more vigorous stands and also remove dead and down timber which 
presents a hazard for either larae uncontrolled fires or for harboring large 
concentrations of undesireable insects. 

RAXE - This action would have a short term negative impact to range resources 
in terms of forage production as well as livestock grazing. During the year 
the burn occurs and the year following, less fqrage would be available for 
livestock use. Grazing would also be restricted on the burned area until the 
vegetation recovered. Depending on the severity of the burn, reseeding could 
be required and would necessitate the exclusion of livestock grazing for at 
least two years. I 

In the long term, impacts could range from negligible to significant depending 
on the location and the feasibility for revegetation of the area. In a pinyon- 
juniper stand that would be reseeded, a positive benefit would result from the 
increased forage production. However, if poor rocky soils were involved or a 
grass shrub on high points and slopes with shallow soils were burned, the 
benefit would be minimal. 

. 

: 

WATERSHED - A modified program could have both ,positive and negative impacts to 
watershed resources. The degree and type of impact would depend on the fuel 
load, intensity of the burn, soil type, steepness of the slope, season of the 
burn and vegetative type. Fire removes both live and dead vegetative cover and 
exposes soils to the erosive forces of wind and water. Runoff over denuded 
sloples can degrade water quality by increa.sing turbidity, changing chemical 
content, and increasing sediment yield. Soils can be degraded by increased. 
erosion from exposure or by becoming water repellent when exposed to very 
intense burns. Soil nutrients can be lost through surface runoff or leaching 
into the subsoil. The waterholding capacity of the soil can be seriously 
impaired. 
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The beneficial impacts from fire could include a change from a pinyon-juniper 
type to a grass shrub type. This change in type could reduce sediment yield 
and im;lrove ';!ater q~rali ty. Fire cotuld be expec ted to produce a better veg- 
etative cover if the right conditions exist. 

kfILDLIFE - A modified fire suppression program would allow an overall increase 
in t:llc r!;!:;ber ;?c! size of fires in the planning area. The impacts from such a 
program on wildlife could vary from an insignificant negative in the short run 
to a significant positive in the long run. Generally a negative impact would 
(-jCC!.Ij- ir-~cJjat$; I< 1 y fsl ?owing 3 fire because of the temporary removal of cover 
and forage. The inFacts wo:l?d become positive with the re-establishment of 
more productive vegetation. The modified fire suppression program would help 
increase Gldlife habita t productivity and diversity in all vegetation types, 
especially pinyon-juniper stands on the Henry Mountains. Productive seedings 
with a high percentage of fire sensitive brovlse, spruce-fir, and ponderosa pine 
which are limited in the planning, area should receive full fire suppression for 
the benefit of wildlife. 

RECREkiIC:i - A modified fire program would have a negative impact to recreation 
on a short-term basis as a result of diminished air quality while the fire 

, burne:! and reduced aesthetics in the burned areas if they could be vie& from 
roads. There \'?:I ,;,?d be a long-term positive impact because of the increased 
vegetational variety and in some ca'ses improved wildlife habitat which wotild 
enhance recreational opportunities for wildlife observation, 

SOCIOECONOMIC - Infrastructure would probably be positively impacted as the 
need for fire fighters and. their support units would be reduced. Vegetative 
short-term socioeconomic impacts could result because some potential wood 

'harvest areas could be eliminated. This impact would be temporary unti.1 
regrowth has been accomplished. 

ALTERNATIVE 1 (No Action) 

Continue with the existing full fire suppression program for the Henry Mountain 
Planning Area. 

MULTIPLE USE ANALYSIS 

FOREST - This alternative would have a negative impact because there would be a 
substantial degradation of the quality of forest products through time. Most 
of the timber areas are overly mature old growth stands with very slow growth 
rates and substantial deadfall. Continued accumulation of dead material (not 
removed by fire) will lead to increased risks for larger, more destructive 
fires or insect outbreaks. Growth rates and the quality and quantity of timber 
wi77 continue to be repressed. 

-. 
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RAYGE - Impacts from a full fire suppression program would be the opposite of 
those described under the r::ultiple use analysis for the rccolrllncndation (F-2.1). 
Benefits that c:j:l;rJ te gained fToi1 the clodified suppression program would be 
1 jgited on how mdch r-a::ge YC?S burned before the fire was brought under control 
and the season the burn occurred. 

NATERSHED - Full fire suppression would help prevent the removal of vegetation 
cover, 'thereby r&ucing 'the texgosure of soil to wind and rain erosion. However 
man3gerricnt v:ou!d lose a valuable tool which could have bekn used to enhance the 
density of cover to protect the soils. 

MLDLIFE - Full fire suppression could have a significant long-tern adverse 
effect on wildlife and habitat. Full fire suppression would be instrumental in 
maintaining and ;ror?oting ti:e reestablishment of closed stands of pinyon- 
juniper. The pinyon-juniper and sagebrush types occupy range sites which could 
produce better forage. This limits the quality.and quantity of habitat for 
most species of wildlife including big game. Plore seriously, it contributes to 

. over-use and degradation of existing habitat. 

RECREATION This alternative would have negative impact to recreational values 
because of redtrced vegetational variety. This limits .wildlife habitat and is ,<-- 
not conducive to a diverse wildlife population which is needed to enhance i ? 

‘i 

sightseeing, hunting and other recreational .values. L2 

SOCIOECONOMIC - This alternative elimina'tes the economic savings which could be 
realized if all fires were not fought with a full contingent of fire fighters. 
The expected results described in the rationale for the objective (F-Z) would 
not be realized. 

I 



MULTIPLE USE RECOflf4EFIDATIOPI F-2.1 

Accept the specialist recommendation as written. 

RATIONALE 

Overall, this recommendation will,result in a financial. savings to the public 
by reducing suppression costs and will provide long-term benefits to range, 
forestry, wildlife, and recreation. The multiple-use analysis indicated several 
short term adverse consequences which can be mitigated by -the follow-up studies 
outlined in the support needs.' . 

The limited fire suppression plan k/as endorsed by the Advisory Council and 
received more public support than any other alternative in this FIFP. 

SUPPORT NEEDS 

Implement the support needs identified under the specialist recommendation. 

------I--_--------------------- -------m 

DECISIOhr F-2.1 

Accept the multiple use recommendation and the-identified support needs. 

RATIOFIALE 

The rationales for the specialist and multiple use recommendations adequately 
discuss and support the desirability and need for this action. 

. . 
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February 10, 1982 

.Dcar Interested Citizen: 

Enclosed.is a copy of the final Coal Unsuitability Study for 143,000 acres of 
public land in tl;z t!cnry' ibuiltain area of Wayne and Garfield Counties. The 
study has been condl;cted in conjunction with our land-use planning process for 
the Henry Hountain Planning Area. 

In prckaring t;?is Study, we have evaluated conflicts between coal mining and 
other resources 

. tion of the coal 
throug-h a federally required process referred to as "applica- 

iinsultahility criteria". This study also contains an analy- 
sis of the effects of coal strip mining on other public land resources not 
specifically mentioned in the unsuitabi-lity criteria. 

\;'e appreciate the efforts of the agencies, organizations, and individuals who 
provided comments on the draft Study. A summary of the public commentsand 
our responses to them is enclosed. 

The decisions on the final Co&l Unsuitability Study wi'll be incorporated with 
other land use decjsions for the Henry Kountain Planning Area in a brcchure to 
be‘ available to the public in April. At that time, an environmental assess- 
ment will be prepared on Meadowlark Farms' mine plan proposal for their pre- 
ference right lease applications. The draft. EA will be submitted to the 
public for comment in late September,,1982. 

In early 1984, BLM will call for expressions of interest on all lands pre- 
viously found suitable for leasing in the Uinta-Southwest Utah Coal Region. 

,This includes those lands found suitable iI> the Henry.i!ountain Coal Study 
Area. A regional environmental impact statement will be completed on all 
tracts that are nominated .for leasing. A subsequent lease sale is scheduled 

.for late 1985. 

PleaSe contact our office if you would like more information about the Coal 
Unsuitability Study or other activities in the Richfield District. 

Enclosure:, As stated. 



1977. The only other' employment sector to significantly increase was govern- 
ment jobs. There has been a 616-percent increase in government employment 

., since 1950. 

Even though per capita income 'for Garfield County has been increasing, more . 
than 67 percent of the 823 families inhabiting the county in 1970 had annual 
incomes below $9,000. Almost 38 percent had incomes below $6,000. This 
leaves Garfield's per capita income substantially ‘below that for the State of 
Utah. 

Wayne County is essentially in the same situation as Garfield County in terms 
of personal- income. The government sector,.which has been decreasing since 
1970, still provides more than 22 percent of the total'personal income for the 

'county. Agriculture, property income, and transfer payments make up an 
additional 40 percent. 

The 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4.' 

following conclusions are evident from the above analysis: 

.Garfield County has a relatively good mix of industries (industries 
here meaning farming and non-agricultural sectors) but is still 
plagued with high unemployment rates. The economy in Wayne County 
is based primarily upon the agricultural and government sectors. 
The lack of a-good diversified trade sector is attributed to both a 
small population which cannot sustain various services and the low 
per capita income associated with the county. 

Garfield County has consistently had higher unemployment rates than 
the State as a whole. Fluctuating employment conditions have caused 
out-migrations and low per capita incomes. when compared to the State 
average. Wayne County has low unemployment rates, but this is 
probably the result of a low total population and the total number 
of households that possess their own farm/ranch operations. Many 
operators supplement their farm incomes by taking ternporary jobs in 
other employment sectors. 

Growth in.various degrees is expected in the future for both Wayne 
and Garfield Counties. Most of this growth will be from energy- 
related businesses which will stimulate more opportunities in the 
government, trade, and service sectors. Garfield County's biggest 
expansion potential lies with new power generation facilities. Wayne 
County's greatest growth potential is expected to be realized in the 
mining sector. 

The economic impacts caused by any BLM policy changes could be 
positively or negatively significant because of .the existing eco- 
nomic base and the limited tax revenues available to both counties. 
Energy-related activities could put undue stress on the counties. 
and/or their communities in terms of providing adequate services to 
meet any increased demand. 
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i Coal production in the United States has increased from approximately 560 
million tons in 1971 to.an cstintatted 830 million tons in 1380. Iisjor users of _ 
coal rcsouj*ccs incllidc ut;ilitics, which consiwc more than 50 percent of the 
coal mincti in the lini Led Slstcs; the steel and industrial sectors which use 

. about 30 percent; and the remaining coal output goes to retail, exports and 
inventory (Coal Age, February, 1981). . 

Under the Reagan Administration, the coal mining industry is expected to see 
better times through regulatory reform and a return of regulatory responsi- 
bility to the ind'vidual states. Whether this is going to result in increased 
coal production through the development of new coal‘ fields will depend on 
market demand and the regulatory requirements of individual states in filling 
any vacuums created by scaling down Federal authority. 

The National Coal Association (WX) predicts thai 595 million tons of coal 
will be consumed for electrical power generation in 1981. This is an esti- 
mated 5.6 percent increase over 1980 utility consumption. The 1981 overall 
increase in coal production from 1980 is only expected to .be about a 1.7 
percent rise (14 mi??ion tons). MCA predicted coal production in the East to 
hold steady at the 332 million ton 1980 level, while growth in the West is . 
projected to go up -5.6 .percent to 262 million tons in 1981. This reflects a 
slowdown in the former rapjdiy growing production area. 

Coal production among states shows Utah producing 17.7 million tons for 7980, 
making Utah 15th out of a total of 26 coal-producing states. All of Utah's 
coal is presently produced by subsurface mining methods. Of this total, 7.6 

\ million tons or 47 percent is mined from public lands. 

Utah Economic and Bus.iness Review.(UEBR), Volume 40, No. 9, September, 1980, 

. questioned whether or not the demand for Utah coal by the end of th5s decade 
will reach even the lower rates of the most recently reported capacity projec- 
tions. This forecast was based on seven factors which seigh,heav:ly on any 
increased coal production in Utah. These. factors included projected .'coal- 
fired electricity generation, projected industrial boiler conversion, trans- 
portation costs, non-traditional demand (pipeline gas and liquefaction for 
refining stock), elasticity of supply of ,substitute !qyoming and New Hexica 
coal, pacific rim export market for steam coal and demand for Utah metallur: 
gica7 coal. .' 

Taking all these factors into account, the UEBR concluded that a rapid expan- . 
sion in Utah's coal production was highly unlikely during the 1980s. UEBR 
felt this was unfortunate for the Utah mining industry because current produc- 
tion capacity now exceeds market demand. The analysis .showed that widespread 
development of existing and new Federal leases in Utah would probahly not 
materialize because of low expectations for market expansion in the 1980s and 
the speculative nature of future electrical generating plants being proposed 
for Utah.' 

The kenry Nountain coal field has as good a quality of coal as any of the 
,I..-- / other coal fields in the State. Sulfur content and BTU/LB for this coal makes 
. it desirable fcr electrical generation in power plants.‘; As Table 11 shows, 
. . 3' recoverable reserves for the Henry +Iountain coal field are considerably less 

. 
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TABLE 11 

Utah Coal Supply Analysis 

Coal Field 
Original Estimated 
Reserves (Short Tons) Coal Quality 

Kaiparowits Plateau 

Alton 

Kolab 

Wasatch Plateau 

Book Cliffs 

Hknry Mountains 

Henry MountainPRLA 

Total-15.2 billion 
Mineable - 3.6 billion 

Underground mining 

Total - 2.0 billion 
Mineable - 1.0 billion 
Strippabfe - 200 million 
Underground - remainder 

Total - 2.0 billion 
Mineable - 700 filillion 
Underground mining 

Total - 13 billion 
Mineable - 3.0 billion 
Underground mining 

Total - 6 billion 
Mineab‘fe - 1.6 billion 
Underground Mining 

Total - 900 Million 
Mineable - 230.9 million 
Underground'Mining- 
Portion strippable 

Total - 101 million 
Mineable - 91 million* 
Strippable 

0.87% sulfur 
11,712 BTU/LB 

1.3% sulfur 
10,772 BTU/LB 

2.2 - 5.7% suffer 
10,400 BTU/LB 

0.3 - 0.6% sulfur 
9,640 - 12,080 BTU/LB 

0.3 - 0.9% sulfur 
11,910 L 13,490 BTU/LB 

0.87 - 2.7% sulfur 
11,500 BTU/LB 

0.92% sulfur 
10,019 BTU/LB 

Source: Doelling, Helmut H. Eastern and Northern, Central and Southwestern 
Utah Coal Fields, Utah Geologica? and Mineral Survey, Monograph 
Series No's. 1, 2, and 3, 1972. 

*This figure represents a U.S.G.S. estimation based on updated drill data. 

b . 
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than th:? other coal fields, but a portion of the reserves can be recovered by 
strip mining tcchr;iCillCS, 

The main drwbacks to mining and marketing the coal inthe Henry Rountain coal 
field is its clist.z!!;cc from ihe czrkct pl;;ce and the availability of CtiCaJiCT’ 

coal frorn flew Fexico and 'itdoming. If demand for coal grows, both- factors 
cou'ld be neqated throuqh higher prices offered for the recovered coal. cost 
of th:! codi that ~~ot;~d be‘- mine‘d from the Henry 
probably be trsn sported to the .cor;:munity cf Green 
100 miles away for distributicn to other areas. 
Green River will be a major cost which will have 
coal can be profitably mined. 

Of the 143,800 acres in the Henry F+!ountain coal 

i~huntain co31 field ~:ou7 d 
River approximately 75 to 
Transporting this coal to 
to be overcome before the 

study area, approximately _ ._ - 
19,255 acres (13 percent of the area) Ltere found to be unsuitable for surface 
coal mining operations. Although the strippable reserves on these 19,255 
acres cannot be recovered, deep reserves could still be mined by subsurface 
mining techniques as long as there were no surface disturbing activities or 
surface occupancy during critical seasons of use by wildlife. 

The economic feasibility of mining the coal .and market demand will be the 
final determining factor of whether coal production occurs in the coal study 
area. Therefore, strip mining opportunities foregone by the upsuitability 
designation could be negated by subsurface mining operations if economic 
returns justify the investment and underground mining is possible. All other 
lands in the study area can be stripped or deep mined, depending on the thick- 
ness of overburden. 

c 
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,’ Cor:s!lents and b2~ponscs 

February 5, 1% 

co:;1~r!“nts on t!!e dr*aft Itellry I.‘OLifitCiifl COaf UCnSU 
of the written cox:ents are: 

The Richfield District, !?,urcau of Land Manaqencnt, 
itabi 

received 25 written public 
lity Study. The sources 

Federal government agencies 

State (Utah) elected officials 

Lcsal el ect!:rj cffi c j 21 s 
('i!ayne E? Carfield Ccunties) 

Lcxal government agencies 

Industry 

comments 

comments 

comment 

comment 

comment 

Conservation organizations 9 comments _ 

Other organizaticns 7 comments 

Local citizens 
('dzyne and Garfie,ld Counties). 1 comment 

Other Utah citizens 2 comments 

Out-of-state citizens 1 comment 

Attached is a summary of the public comments. Since many commentors ad- 
dressed similar issues, comments were grouped and are listed as No. 1 through 
27. BLM's response folloers each comment. 

; 
_ -... 



tiiX:Y KWiTA; il CO&L UXU ITACI L ITY STUDY 

Corzlcnts and Responses 

1. Application of the criteria shwld extend beyond the boundary of 
the study area on adjarent lands and resources that could be affected 
( Vlater cuslit7 at Lake Pool? could be impacted by strip mining 
aEil,cties adjacentdto drainages into Lake Powell). , 

Response: _ 

The 43 .CFR 3400 Regulations state that the unsuitability criteria are 
to be applied to the high and moderate development potential areas within 
existing Known Recoverable Coal Resource Areas (KRCRAS). .Because of the lack 
of drill data in the Henry Zountain coal field, very little acreage was known 
to have high or mx!erate developoent potential. Al so, state lands are currently 
under lease in the coal field and three Preference Right Lease Applications 
exist for portions of the field. As a result of these factors, i3LIl decided 
that the study area should include all areas underlain by strippable coal and 
all areas where economic coal may exist. 
was expanded to 143,000 acres. 

As a result, the coal study boundary 
Those public .lands lying outside the coal 

study area are not considered to have commercially developable coal deposits 
and are not included in the analysis. 

The 20 unsuitability criteria, as defined in 43 CFR 3461, relate to 
specific on-sit e resource values that would be impacted or lost if surface 
coal mining were allowed. Thus, application of the criteria identifirzs areas 
that are unsuitable for all or certain stipul'ated methods of coal mining 
because of the existence of other on-site resource values. The unsuitability 
criteria are not intended to address off-site impacts; these impacts will be 
addressed and mitigated during the ‘tract delineation process, the leasing 
process, and the mine plan approval process.. 

See question 4 for additional environmental analysis consideration. 

2. The BLM summary document does not point out that the coal study area 
shares most of its western boundary with Capitol Reef National Park 
(CRNP). Lands in the study area are visible in varying degrees 
from at least four areas along major arterial roads in the CRNP. 
Two viewpoints are developed and two are scheduled for future 
development. The visual impact of coal:mining on the park vSsitor's 
experience and the long term visual impact of the reclaimed land 
need to be addressed in the unsuitability determination. 

Response: 

._ 

The unsuitability analysis'deals only with the application of the 20 
unsuitability criteria on those lands which meet minimum standards for 
recoverable coal deposits in accordance with acceptable mining practices 
. . 

; 
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( i.e. tile coal s tucly arcs). Park ii:nci: k/it!) minca!~le coal have been cr,cl uded 
fr’Oii\ ft!t;UrCZ lkli5 iVlYJ CO!;5 idcrstion and are therefore not addressed in the coal 
urisui Id:jili'iy study. 

The coal unsuitability study only determines xhich lands within the coal 
study arca (1 Findc, \/it!) pl~tent-ial for coal development) are suitable for all 
or stipulated wtiiods of coal mining. 

An environmental analysis k/ill be conducted at the tract delineation 
phase, the leasing phase and the mine plan proposal phase. ,Impacts to 
Par% Service lands ::ill be addressed during these two phases, 

3. There is a concern about how strip mining will alter the air quality 
directly above the mines and in adjacent Class I and Class II areas. 

Response: 

Air quality has been identified as a negative impact in the multiple use 
analysis section of the final unsuitability study. In addition, an environ- 
mental analysis will be conducted when a mining plan proposal is received. 
At that time, the mining company's reclamation plan will be analyzed to 
deter-mine if mitigating measures are adequate to prevent the degradation of 
air quality belol;r the al?os;:able level. Authorization to begin mining operat- 
ions will not be given until all environmental concerns have been adequately 

' addressed to the satisfaction of both USGS and CL8 in accordance with applic- 
able State and Federal laws and regulations. 

4. A thorough EIS is necessary to supplement the coal unsuitability findings. 

Response: 

An environmental analysis will be conducted at the tract delineation 
phase, the leasing phase and the mine plan proposal phase. 

5. Ranchers' grazing allotments (privileges) must be considered as a 
conflict under Criterion f2. 

Response: 

.Criterion #I2 states that "Federal lands that are within rights-of-ways 
or easements or within surface leases for residential, commercial, indus- 
trial, or other public purposes, or for agricultural crop production on 
Federally owned surface shall be considered unsuitable." 

Grazing leases are not considered as rights-of-way, easements or leases 
issued for residential, commercial or industrial purposes. Leases issued 
for public purposes are leases which benefit the general public and not an 
individual. Such leases generally pertain to the use of public lands for 
cemetaries, waste disposal sites, parks, etc. where communities are the 
bcnefitting entities. Leases issued for.+grazing are to individuals who 

; 
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use public lands for their own knofit. Such use is not consistent with the 
intcndrrd definition of public purpose and therefore does not warrant an un- 
suitability designation. 

Leases issued for agricultural crop production pertain to those public 
1 a nds usc:l to r!rodllce a Cd5!1 CrcIij. Grazing livestock on public lands does 
not qualify under this definition and therefore does not meet the intent of 
this lease category. 

Impacts from surface mining operations on rangeland resources have been 
addressed under the multiple us? analysis section of the final coal unsuit- 
ability study. !.;itigating measures for rangeland resources will be required 
in the mining plan before authorization is given to begin mining operations. 

6. Appealed klilderness inventory units should not be noted as suitable for 
strip mining because they may be reinstated as Irlilderness Study Areas. 

Response: 

Under Criterion 4 in the unsuitability study, the'appeal areas have been 
recognized and a cond ition stated that "kihile these areas are under-appeal, 
they will be manaqed so as not to impair their suitability and to prevent 
unnecessary or undue degradation to the lands (FLPMA,'Sec. 603 (c))." 

However, areas under preference right lease application which lie 
within bISAs or areas under appeal may not be declared unsuitable because 
they have status as valid existing rights. An additional qualification 
was inserted to clarify the status of these Preference Right Lease 
Applications (PRLA). Section 701 (a) of FLPPIA states "nothing in this 
Act, or in any amendment made by this act, shall be construed as terminating 
any valid lease, permit, patent, right-of-way, or other land use right 
or authorization existing, on the date of approval of this act." 

Section 701 (h) of FLPMA also states that "All actions by the Secretary 
concerned under,this Act shall be subject to valid existing rights." 

See question 7 for full discussion on status of PRLAs. 

7. Preference right lease applications should be excluded from the appli- 
cation of the coal unsuitability criteria for !liilderness Study Areas. 

Response: 

As a result of a lakrsuit, NRDC V. Berklund, 458 F. Supp. 925 (1978), the 
United States District Court for the District of Columbia held that the 
Secretary of the Interior does not have discretion to reject preference right 
lease applications where coal has been found in commercial quantities. 

In addition, a solicitor's opinion dated October 5, 1981, and entitled 

.' The BI:M Wilderness Review and Valid Existing Rights recognized the "valid 
existing rights" status of PKLAs.sUbject to the statutory test for lease 

c 
. . 
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i SSuanCC and cone? Ud?ti. tbln t "If :uch rights were created prior to the enact- 
Il!"ilf w ol' FLtY:\ tG?y lif:lit the congressionally imposed nonimpairment standard. 
Although the Aoni!;,pairsent standard remains the norm, valid existing rights 
t t-1 i t jiT~~j!Jd~ t’:p rj$i;!: to rjc ~elop may not be regulated to the point where the 
regulation unr?ason~; -')ly interferes with enjoyi:lent .of the benefit of the 
right." 

The opinicn continues with a clarification of a right to develop versus 
impair22 nt.by stating: "';ihen ?t is determined that the rights conveyed 
can be enjoyed only through activities that will permanently impair an area's 
suitability for preservation as >iilderneSS, the activities are to be re- 
gulated to prevent unnecessary and undue degradation or to afford environ- 
mental protection." 

Therefore, those portions of the FRLA in the NS.A will not be found 
unsuitable for surface mining operations based on the conditions of coal 
unsuitability Criterion 4. 

8. It is questionable that no public lands within the coal study area were 
Visual, Resource Zanagenent C?ass I. 

Response: 

BLi$'s VP3 Class I is a classification that by definition applies only to 
specially designated manag..,. 'Sr7cnt areas such as Primitive Areas, Wilderness 
Areas, and Outstanding riatural Areas. Flo such special designations currently 
exist in the coal study area. All VRI4 desigtiations as found in the coal 
study area were made using established BLM methodology. 

9. A provision should be added to Criterion 5 to note that if the &A's are 
designated wilderness, they would receive Class I YRM Designation and 
would be designated as'unsuitable. 

Response: 

While it is true that VW1 Class I would apply to areas designated by 
Congress for wilderness preservation, it must be noted that (a) Vf34 classes 

. are goa7s or standards which, in some cases, are not met and, (b) the.BLM 
Wilderness Manageiznent Policy is the primary management tool for determining 
what activities \:ill be allokred in designated wilderness areas. This policy 
allows mineral development where there are valid existing rights and, in some 
cases, this develop,811 mant can impair wilderness values. Therefore, a VREI Class 
I designation by itself is insufficient reason to declare an area unsuitable 
for surface mining and/or leasing. 

See question 7 for full discussion on "valid existing rights". 

10. The 700 acre buffer zone of the Susans Rockshelter seems inadequate to 
protect the shelter from. the indirect effects that will result from 
opening and publicizing th.e area. It also seems from previous studies 
that further research needs.to be conducted. Has this research been 
done? 



The intent oF.the t)J-Ffzr zone is to protect the site from direct and in- 
direct effects of mining cpcrations but buffer zones, no mtter how large, 
cannot stop an ii1divid;Zl s;;ho 1s intent on vandalizing an archaeological 
s-i te, Site protection fro/.1 vandals is dependent on State and Federal criminal 
laws and the reporting of such acts by concerned citizens., 

An additional Class IT sample inventory has been done over the last 
three years on three different potential coal leasin 9 areas in southern Utah. 
A 10 prCei?t S;ZplC XS conducted on the Kaiparowits, the Dixie-Escalante and 
the Henry Mountains coal study area. Results of the inventory shokred the 
Henry Nountain coal stud;/ area as having the loemt site density of the three 
regions. Most of the sites found were limited activity sites (i.e., campsite's, 

, chipping sites, etc.). This study should be available in March or April of 
1982. 

11. Recent studies on and around CRN?, Bryce Canyon NP, and Glen Canyon 
National Recreation Area have located several threatened and endangered 
species which could be found in the coal study area. 

Response: 

BLM consulted with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and requested 
information about threatened and endangered plant or animal species in the 
Henry Mountain coal study area. No threatened or endangered species were 
identified. 

In-addition, BLM conducted a literature search and contacted br. Stanley 
Welsh and staff of Brigham Young University; The only endangered species 
which could be identified in the vicinity of the coal study area was the 
Sclerocactus wridhtiae (b/right's fish hook cactus). This species was documented 
?%-!ilorth Cafilmmsa south of the proposed lease area. There was another 
sighting two miles south east of Factory Butte, possibly within T. 27 S., R. 
9 E. Section 36 of the potential lease area or Section 1 southeast of the 
potential lease area. 

.As stated in the unsuitability study, a site-specific inventory will be 
conducted to determine the existence of any T&E plants or animals prior to 
authorization for coal development. It is also stated that BLM will consult 

. with the U.S. Fish and tlildlife Service.for, rev,ietl of mining and reclamation 
plans to insure the requirements of 30 CFR 779 concerning environmental resources. 



This oiicstiorl ~/as subrrritted to the U.S. Fish and \,!ildlife Service for 
cl;:rification SXI !!:o follozing response was received: 

The Fish 2nd ilildlife Service's (F!4S) understanding of the procedures 
fcr the ap?iication of ti-ie tinsu itability criteria is t!iat all criteria 
are first 23~?iz!. without exception or exemption. The surface rnanagz- 
ment agency's authorized officer has the discretiog thm of recvaluatirq 
areas found unsuitable by considering exceptions or exemptions. This 
proc-s-j p:v~t~j~~s a contin;lal opportunity to weigh the possible impacts 
en the various resources that may exist on potential coal tracts and 
select those areas with the fe;:est conflicts. 

Cur reconzendaticns for buffer zones unc!zr Criterion 11 vlere made 
because a need exists in the pl.anning process to identify these potential 
conflict areas, These buffers were established ujlder procedures and 
definitions covered by the ZLX and F1iS guide1 ines. I//e currently lack 
good historical dsta on use, alternate nest sites, important foraging 
aleas, 2nd an evaluation of line-'of-sight to potential impact areas. To 
apply any of the exceptions, we require additional data obtainable by a 
site specific revie:.!. Additionally, we understand that land exchanges 
cay be cor,si dered for some of the areas in question. 

It does not appear that the nature and extent of conflicts have been 
adequately identified. Applying any exception or exemption is inappropriate 
at this time due to these procedural and biological reasons. 

Currently, exception (ii) of.'Criterion 11 is not applicable. Regulations 
to permit the taking of eagle nests under the amended "Eagle Protection 

:Act" are not yet approved. Also it was not the intent of the modifications 
to the "Act" or the ensuing regulations to allow.across-the-board "taking" 
of nests when conflicts with energy development occur. Instead a site- 
by-site review of the conflict and options should be undertaken to 
identify ways to avoid or mitigate the impacts. The situation Amax 
referred to in Wyoming was part of a FWS/Amax research effort thatwas 
addressed under the Eagle Protection Act and FIG regulations, but not 
the unsuitability criteria or their exceptions. It is premature at this 
point to evaluate the success of these efforts. 

It is our recommendation that consideration of the application of any 
exception to Criterion 11 be deferred until the subject nest sites have 
been adequately studied, actual conflicts identified, and the needs to 
mine and methods for mining of adjacent areas are better defined. 

13. BLM's interpretation of Criterion 12 neglects to consider rocks and . 
.landforms that migratory and wintering birds in this area would be more 

', .- \~ likely to use than critical valued roost trees. ; 
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Res;~~~sc: 

See question 4 for additional environmental analysis required. 

14. A complete raptor survey of the area has not been made. The report 
should indicate at what stage the data will be collected. 

Response: 

The following language has been added to Criteria 11 and 13 in the coal 
unsuitability study to address possible oversights: 

It is important to realize that since there is an abundance of 
suitable nesting habitat, other active (specie name) nests could 
exist within the Henry Mountain coal study area (Livesay, 1981). 
Therefore, prior to coal dcvalooment, the developer will be required 
to provide an intensive baseline inventory of (specie name) breeding 
territories and identification of series within a l-kilometer 
(3,230 feet) radius of any suface disturbing activity that would 
result in a continual or significant disturbance during the raptor 
breeding season (February through June). Cliff areas associated 
with (specie name) nests are essential habitat where no surface 
disturbances will be allowed. 

The surface management agency in consultation with the U.S. Fish 
and Islildlife Service, will review the developer's mining and reclamation 
plan to insure that the requirements of 30 CFR 779.20 concerning 
fish and wildlife resources have been met before giving consent for 
coal development, 

15. The buffer zones'for the golden eagle and 'prairie falcon could be 
'much smaller. Also, more data is necessary to determine.if the 
nests are active. 

Response: 

Buffer zones were developed jn consultation with the U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service. This zone was determined to be the minimum amount of 
"prey base" required by the raptors. Language has been incorporated 
into criteria 11 and 13 to allow for adjustments of this buffer zone if 
an adjustment is warranted. This buffer zone will be used to provide 

* protection to existing active nest sites7'(docurnented by U.S. FWS) until 
a mining plan is submitted and an on-the-ground evaluation is'made. 



.’ 

16, One concern G",h Criterion 1 5 is tile decision to conduct an "on- 
site invc:r;;;oVy" of <rc2c, o;cncd to strip mining. How vii11 an 
inventory pro+ ,cct the high interest species? _ 

Response: 

Under Criterion 15 in the coal unsuitability study, the follol,ring 
latquacj.2 has bryz!? c;Li-3-4 to protect hic:h interest species and their 
habitat which ~:as overlooked in the c&l unsuitability analysis: 

Although protection has been provided for essential habitat for 
bison, deer and riParian-dependent species, other high-interest 
species also inhc2i-l the Cal stvdy area,.,There is insufficient 
information available to identify these habita%s essential to the 
continlied existence of these other high-interest species, Therefore, 
prior to . . an-v sl~rf?ce-~~ist~~r~'n~: ninin3 . ;r,tjy/i”,ips mmy-.---. ------- an?!or &*~elonaentS, 
an on-sjte iliie:IXr“ 

--v-------v- , (j i ;:y:? c;-z< v,i 11 se cct7;!.:ct-?a ana or-stec'tjye 
i-1---- ------ sclpgl;~:~:11:!::s (j:t.!c:!~)?pd i:l c~r7~1t;t~en;ii";il~,asslire azet2cate 
protection fcr a!7;/ of thoseotGF,T interest sreciz Appropriate 
State and Federal permits, along with reclamation plans, will be 

,required for any planned mining operations that could alter or destroy 
any riparian vegetation or discharge effluents into a perennial streams, 
reservoirs, lakes or ponds. Prior to coal development, the developer 
will be required to provide an intensive baseline inventory of 
raptor breeding territories and identification of aeries within a 
l-kilometer (3,280 feet) radius of any proposed portal facilities, 
load-out sites, or any other facility development that would result 
in a continual or significant disturbance during the raptor breeding 
season (February through June). Cliff areas associated with raptor 
nests are essential habitat and no surface disturbances. will be 
allowed. 

17. Critical bison winter habitat should be expanded to include the 
northern tributaries of‘Muley Creek and other important areas. 

-.* _. 

Response: 

Criterion 15 specifically states " . ..essential for maintaining 
these wildlife species..." 

f BLM Instruction flemorandum No. 79-289 interprets the term "essentidl 
for maintaining "as being only-the most critical winter range which is 
absolutely essential for maintaining the herd as a whole and a population 
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?fiVCl cqnb?? of S\,IS tcinirg itself over an extended period of time." I n 
a (id i t i on , UD:;R identifies crucial-critical h~lbitat as being ncccssary to 
sustai ii ti-,c cxistq;jcc ;;::.:ji.;r p<::rpQt:: 3:icn or introduction of one or more --:----. --I- 
spccic-, of historic or czistiny "high interest \gildlife" during critical 
pcrio;'s of their life cycle. 

Using t;ic!se dcfini tions, both the SL:4 and UDZR agreed to the critical 
winter range identified in the analysis. Unless new supporting data is 
suS:nittcd or docuznted to justify a change, the DLM .feels justified 
with its use of these boundaries. 

In addition to critical.!;rinter ransc, BLM also recognizes the need 
for critical suwer and yearlong range essential for maintaining the 
bison herd. These ranges are based on habitat monitoring and obscrvat- 
ions conducted on the tknry Nountains since the bison's arrival in the 
early sixties. 

18. Valid existing rights (i.e., preference right lease applications) 
preclude the application of Criterion 15. 

Response: 

BLM regulation 3461.4-l directs the 2~plication of the coal unsuit- 
ability analysis to be applied ' ..,.prior to lease issuance, to all 
lands leased after the issuance of these regulations, including noncompeti.tive 
(preference right) Teases...,". 

In addition; the Surface Minins Control and Reclamation Act of 1977 
authorizes the development and appljcation of the coal unsuitability 
criteria on PRLAs. A "valid existing right" under this act is not 
recognized until a determination has been made that a legal or financial 
commitment has been made by the mining company. Exploration conducted 
under a prospecting permit does not fulfill this requirement. 

19. BLf4 did not follow its regulations for a joint decision on Criteria 
15. All aspects of defining land necessary to maintain priority 
species were done by the Utah Division of Wildlife Resources except 
for consultation concerning acceptable mining methods. 

Response: 

i3LM works in conjunction with UDNR in a cooperative program to 
identify and provide adequate habitat for all big game species. A 
Memorandum of Understanding betbqeen the BLM and UD!JR established various 
objectives and agreements. The following are selected items pertinent 
'to the question posed: 

. 

‘~ . 
; 

t 
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Ohjcctives: .-A-- .-. .-..-- 

It is tiie ixiti;(:i iksire of ti,e Division (i.e., UD!;I%) and the Dureau to: 

2) \iork in harmony for the co:nmon purpose of developing, maintaining, 
and ~;:-:agihg fish alid wildlife resources under a program of multiple-use 
j y‘! t i-; 2 ijc s t -~,-:t~r~Stj of t;/;c pcGp]e of Uta)i arid of tj-ie Unit-d Stat-s; 

3) Cooperate in the conservation, restoration and'managernent of 
plibl iC 

T- : I c n 1-i '-j 
i,: -; I G :1 j fQ a:;d fijherj’cj YOSOUrCCS 5/i haGiOiij/ illi “ii1 iNI tiple- 

u 3 E 2. 0 E: a ii.2 :; 2 ix n L c v' n c 2 p t s t;:;e ;;;l';isna 
l;O), and other applicable 

1 Environixntal Pciicy Act, P.L. 91- 
federal and state lar!s, executive orders and 

regljj ~~ic;~s * , 

1. Recognize th ,.e Division as the agency responsible for management 
of fish 

r an3 ;;;';tj 1 ;e oo public iantis in conformance with the poiicies of 
the Board of Big Game Control, the i;'ildlife Doard and the Wildlife Code 
of the State of U';ah. 

2. fnvolvc the Divisi'on in ,the development of land-use procrams 
for Dureau-adxinis tered lands at leas!: annually infor;::in.g the Division 
at all appropriate levels of schedules and time frames for their involvement 
in preplanning analysis to cooperatively determine specific assistance 
and input needs for inventory and,other planning phases. 

3, Consult frequently with the Division on matters of mutual 
concern; this k:ould include keeping the Division apprised of actions 
planned or taken with the Fish and Niidlife Service (FWS) relative to 
the implementation of the National I'lemorandum of Understanding on coal 
areas between the FWS and the Bureau as well as insuring initial involve- 
ent of the Division in wildlife matters of concern. 

The UD!& Agrees To: 

1. Recognize the Bureau as the agency primarily responsible for 
management of fish and wildlife habitat on BLM administered public ,. 
lands. 

2. Provide assistance to the Bureau in the development of its : 
land-use programs by participating and/or cooperating in the accomplishment. 
of rqquired data collection, providing appropriate input and review to 
the preparation of the Gureau planning system, environmental assessment 
and environmental impact statements. 

; 

. 

. 

. 

. 



Based on this Zcmrandm of U&r-standing, SLfA wildlife biologists 
vork vrith i!D'G? wildlife experts t,o c' ,etemi!~e which public lands are 
essential (critical rai!ge) for big gari:e siaintenance. It is not i;LH's 
fui;ctjOn t;o :./or:; j;) a :';cu{Jr; ri(j(jl" js jt r$-3‘;f-~~]~ for BLisj to use oi;iler 
agencies' data without providi!1g input: in their own planning process. 

20. BLH should reconsider it;i application of Criterion 15 to incltide 
only those areas essential for ::;ain:ai~ing the high interest species. 
The words "essential for Raintaining" are hot the equivalent of 
nnc3ctSsary *L(: sustzin the existence a!-i</or perpetuation or introduction 
of one or Gore species". 

Response: 

Question 17 addresses this concerri. 

21. Further stringent controls ar e needed to prevent erosion and protect 
water quality in all drainages which enter CRHP and those which 
eventually enter GCNRA. 

Response: 

An environmental analysis will be conducted at the tract de1 ineation 
phase, the leasing phase, and the mine plan proposal phase. Irnpacts 
identified to the watershed will have to be addressed in.the developer's 
mining and reclamation plan in accordance with 30 CFR 779. 

22. Through Project BOLD or by separate action, the State of Utah 
should exchhange all State lands within the southern portion (south 
of T. 31 S., totaling approximately 18 sections) of the coal study 
area. The State proposes to consolidate these sections within the 
King Ranch-Wildcat Ness Area and the Factory Butte portion. 

Response: 

The BLM plans to work with the State of Utah regarding land exchange 
proposals. These exchanges'will be carried out in accordance with 
appropriate Federal laws and regulations. 

23. It is insufficient to declare only the riparian habitat site as 
unsuitable. Riparian areas are dependent on factors outside their . . 
boundaries, such as watershed and water quality, which could be 
impacted in areas found suitable for strip mining.: 

. 
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La-i~w.y hss boon atidod to Criterion ?5 in the coal unsuitability 
study to prollide adequate protection for all habitat regarding species 

In addition, prior to authorizatjon for m 
be required t,o su!xit a :nining .and reclamtion 
confocnance Gth the environmntal resource st 
CFR 773. 

ining, the developer w 
plan that mist be in 

ipulations mandated by 

ill 

30 

See question 15 for additional discussion, 

24. The well-knoxn intolerance of the bison herd to human disturbance 
is completely omitted from consideration. 

Response: 

This iz;sct has been addressed .in 'the nulti;tle use analysis portion 
of the coal unsuitability study. Additional 'analyses k/ill be conducted 
at the lease tract deliceation phase, the leasing phase, and the 
nine plan Troposal phase. Mitigation from potentiai human disturbance 
\/ill be exa:nined further at this time,' 

Criterion 15 specifically deals with the identification of species 
of high interest and the habitat essential for maintaining the 
species. All known critical ranges have been identified as unsuitable 
for surface mining operations and additional inventories will be conducted 
and protective stipulations developed prior to authorizing any mining 
activity. 

25. It is questionabl e that there are 62 designated high interest wildlife 
species located in the planning area. 

Response: 

The coal unsuitability study identifies those high interest species 
"likely to occur" in the coal study area (see Table 4). As stated in 
the analysis under Criterion 15, "although protection has been provided 
for essential habitat for bison, deer, and riparian-dependent species, 
other high interest species also inhabit the coal study area (Table 4). 
There is insufficient information available to identify those habitats 
essential to the continued existence of these other high interest species. 
Therefore, prior to any surface disturbing mining activities and/or 
developl:lents, an on-site inventory of the area will be conducted and 
protective stipulations developed in consultation with UDldR to assure 
adequate protection for any of those other high interest species." 

The intent is to provide adequate protection for habitat essential . 
for maintaining species of high interest. To insure that no species is 
overlooked, the developer is required to conduct a baseline inventory of 



26. Surface tnini:?g sctivities 2nd otlr;er ir:;pscts in other areas have 
proven that 1,u:::‘;!lo 21-i:: dwr herbs beco;:ic accustorwc! to mining 
opcrat-iorx, as dczonstrated in the cikd study and letters: 

(a) Dallas Talbot - 91 Ranch, Centennial, !4Y 
(b) Roy tiauck, Pres. - tiational Duffalo Assn. 
(c) Idaho FSsh and Gx;e Study - "The Inpact of Strip Nining 

Operations in Southern Idaho on Big Game", E. H. tkrrjll, 
Author 

Response: 

K&T, and Wi wildlife b ioiogists reviewed the submitted information. 
Specific responses are as follows: 

(a) Letter fron Dallas Talbot, 91 Ranch, Centennial, tlyoming sent 
to the Hanksville Development Corporation. 

Mr. Talbot's ranch consists of about 6,500 acres 'on wh,ich he has 
maintain'ed a buffalo herd for seven years. F<r: Talbot points out 
that tourists have no impact on the herd. However, he adds that if 
buffalo in the Henry Ilountains are subject to constant harrassment 
from off-road vehicles, airplanes., helicopters, etc., the herd 
would probably move to an area krhich might not be as ideally suited 
for forage and terrain but would provide more seclusion. 

Coal mining activities in the'Henry Mountain area could be -expected 
to increase the amount of human and vehicular impacts to both the 
herd and its habitat. This letter v/ould actually support BLM's 
position to find Cave Flat and Swap Mesa unsuitable for surface 
mining operations. Question 17 identifies BLM's need to maintain 
essential habitat. Both BLM and UDblR concluded that the bison herd 
could not tolerate any surface disturbing activities (especially 

I 

mining) on their critical habitat. Such disturbance could cause a 
relocation of the herd as indicated .in the letter and result in 
new resource use conflicts in other parts of the Richfield District 
or in other BLH Districts within the State. 

(b) Letter from Roy Hauck, President of the National Buffalo 
Association sent to the Hanksville Development Corporation. 

Mr. Hauck has raised buffalo for 20 years. He currently has approx- 
imately 3,000 animals. Fir. Hauck states that as buffalo become 
accustomed to mining operations they will drift back to where they 
are accustomed to graze at different times of the year. It is 
difficult to compare the actions and reactions of Mr. Haucks 
domesticated, confined herd width the Henry Mountain herd, which is 
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wild and fr:?c-r3c?!:li!:?. The information pr escnted in Yr. tlauck's 
letter cannot he a;i!plicd to the bison on the Henry :lountains because 
of signi iiciint dii;.orc:nccs in habitat, conlru7 of herd, and the 
type of 11w:;dn acti:;jty ~i:ilict~ kiould occur. 

For so;::c years nob;, the Idaho Departmen t of Fish and Game has 
researched the impacts of phosph 
on big game populations. 

ate mining and its related activities 
One of these studies entitled, "Clining 

In:;xi~ts Or'i Big Gx:e Dislribution" k:as is'irrjdticcd at a plrblic meeting 
as evidence that ccal strip i;ining kfri ,J.il.d not severely impact the 
lknry Itountain bison and/or deer herd. The following narrative 
discusses ssii:c of the p'roble:;:s kiith the scientific design of the 
Idaho study as 
Resource Area. 

dell as its applicability to the iienry Nountain 

f-t-oblms With Studv D"sian --I- -- 

1. The Id.aho st::d\/ 
technique to deter=‘: 

v!as designed using the pellet-group count 
ne if phosphate mining and its related activities 

displaced big ga;::e animals (i.e., elk, r:oose and mule deer) frcm 
habitats adjacent to mining sites. Criticisms of this method as to 
its j*elj~~ii;'~r ' LJ t,3 t-eflzct intensity of big gaine use has been 
reported by tieif (1968) and Collins and Urness (7979). It is 
generally accepted that the pellet-group ccunt technique is not 
sensitive cnezgh to deter::ine if the displacement of animals from 
an area has actually occurred. The main problem with this method 
is that pellet-groups are correlated more than activity patterns 
and vegetation type rather than b,ith actual time spent in an area. 

2. Another major problem,with the Idaho study concerned the small 
sample sizes used. This resulted in tremendous variation in mean 
pellet-group counts both between interval distances from mine sites 
as well as Vegetation types. An example of this variation is found 
in the elk pellet-group data collected for the !xJooley Valley Mine. 
In this case, the mean number of pellet-groups for the l/4 to l/2 
mile distance interval from the mine was only 6.8 as compared to 
29.9 and 22.45 for the 0 to l/8 mile distance interval and control 
areas, respectively. However, due to t+e great amount of variation 
among samples, the difference in these neans was not found to be . 
statistically significant. 

3. Because of the degree of error inherent in the pellet-group 
count technique as k/e11 as the difficulty in quantifying actual 
time spent by an animal in an area, the researchers of the Idaho 
study have decided to conduct all future studies using radio 
telemetry. 

. 
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1. The Icf;lho study dealt only with elk and moose :.ihzroas the major big 
rJi?EC an iI ,a1 j on ti;c !!"W~, i!o::rltains at-e bison and mule deer (Note: 
Althou~:h I::IJ~C doer k:r,re originally proposed in the study design, due to 
tlir;ij (jc:;.:::~,fi~: she':;.; use t:ilich r&c it e;(tremely difficult to differentiate 
ShC~~)! f1-;:,::1 (!:;;3‘r’ PC!: 1 ::t;, ti;e i;!Jl 2 cj::et* xwe droppod from the study). 
Becatrsc bison 2nd r::~'ie doer may react differently than elk and/or moose 
to this mining activity the data collected from the Idaho study may not 
apply to the Zenry tlountain big game herds. 

2. The Id.lho Study dealt with the im;ac ts ,of an on-going phosphate mining 
operation; the situation in the Flenry ::ountain differs because the impacts 
vii11 be rtllatcd to ti:e incep'tiqn of the ccal strip mining and scbsequent 
activities. The karoe of activity associated with the proposed coal -I- 
mining plan (i.e., acreage, access roads, conveyor systems, powerlines, 
}lur;an F.r,i j-qi ty) 2nd :ile affect.& eti$Jjrcnrcnt could be different than 
that for the phosphate mining operation in Idaho. As such, extrapolations 
from the Idaho study may not be applicable to the Henry 8ountains. 

Unresolved Issues -WI 

1. The Idaho study is still in progress. 
conclusive; 

As such, the data are in- 

2. The biologist that conducted the Idaho study (E.11. krrill) informed 
me that the most impcrtant unresolved issue -(with the study) concerned 
the impact of human activity, (i.e., increased recreation, harassment 
and poaching etc.) in displacing animals from their preferred habitat. 
She believes that such human activ,ity may be more harmful than the 
mining process itself. Unfortunately, there are no data available 
concerning this issue. 

27. There will be continued disturbance of the wildlife species, both 
game and non-game, and their habitat resulting from the coal mining 
operations. 

Response: 

The BLM is aware of the potential impacts to wildlife resources as 
B result of coal mining operations. This is v:hy our concern is to 
identify necessary ha!)itat needed for the continued existence of various 
species. Administering public lands to acco mmodate the many and sometimes 
conflicting resource uses requires certain tradeoffs that are disliked 
by those trying to extract and those trying to protect various resources. 

Human disturbance is difficult to control because it occurs in many- 
different forms which can be disruptive to‘ecological associations. 
Under the Surface Lining Control and Reclamation Act of 1977, these 
concerns relating to coal extraction resulted in.the fgrmulation of 

. 
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-J-tic fJurcc7u of L;:nd I-!:i n;!i;?ii’cnt) Richfield District, has completed an analysis 
on the Henry Ilountain coal stud;~ area to determine those public lands suitable 
for all or stipulated methods of. coal mining. The 20 criteria used in this 
analysis are found in the Federal coal regulations 30 CFR Subpart 3400 and 
were only applied to public lands and those private lands where the Federal 
government has retained the mineral estate. Acreage figures do not always 
total because exceptions are somctines applied and there is overlap acreage 
between criteria. The following is a summary of this analysis: 

Total acreage in coal study area 143,800 acres 
Total Federal 'strippable land in coal study area 44,701 acres* 
Total Federal strippable land in PRiA 6,170 acres. 

*This figure includes 430 acres of strippable private land where the Federal 
government has retained the minerals estate. 

CRITERION 1 - No Conflicts. 

CRITERION 2 - No Conflicts. 

CRITERION 3 - No conflict with major portion of criterion, but'as a result of . 
consultation with the private landowner where the Federal 
government has retained the mineral estate, 430 acres have been 
identified as unsuitable for surface mining. 

CRITERION 4 - After applying the underground mining exemption, portions of 
two WSA's were found unsuitable for surface mining operations. 

WSA 238 - Mt. Ellen-Blue Hills 25 acres. 
WSA 248 - Mt. Pennell 1,604 acres 

TOG1 1,629 acres 

CRITERION 5 - No Conflicts. 

CRITERION 6 - No Conflicts. 

CRITERION 7 - After applying the underground mini,ng exemption, 100 acres in 
the Susan Rockshelter archaeological site buffer zone were 
found unsuitable for surface mining operations. 

Exception: Coal mining operations could be authorized if the 
site were excavated first. 

CRITERION 8 - No Conflicts. 

CRITERION 9 - No Conflicts. 

CRITERION 10 - No Conflicts. 
i 

i 



Cf?ITfWJl 11 - A:t.ilr ~pplyinc; the un!!erground mining exemption, 1,476 acres 
tii'ro found un;i~-I t-25?c for surface mining operations. 

Exccntion: -- .___ ----y A 0.5-kilometer radius buffer zone (196 at/site) 
for strip mining would be used if the nest site is above and 
not in direct line of site of the activity. 

CRITERIOij 12 - El0 Conflicts. . 

CRITERIO!J 13 - After applying the undergrcund mining exemption, 904 acres were 
found unsuitable for surface mining operations. 

Exccpt.ion: A 0.5-kilometer radius buffer zone (196 at/site) 
for strip mining would be used if the nest site is above and 
not in direct line of site of the activity. 

CRITERION 14 - Conflicts were identified with the golden eagle and the prairie 
falcon. These two species were addressed under Criteria 11 and 
13. 

CRITERION 15 - After applying the underground mining exemption, the following 
habitat areas were found unsuitable for surface mining opera- 
tions: 

Crucial-Critical Bison Winter 
Crucial-Critical Bison Summer 
Crucial-Critical Bison Yearlong 
Crucial-Critical Deer Winter 
Riparian Habitat Areas 

*Total 

14,771 ac. 
50 ac. 

131 ac. 
5,324 ac. 

751 ac. 

17,268 ac. 

CRITERION 1 

CRITERION 

CRITERION 8 - No Conflicts. 

CRITERION 

*Total excludes overlap areas and state sections and 
.does not equal total of the column. 

6 - After applying the underground mining exemptions and excep- 
tions, no lands were found unsuitable for surface or under- 
ground coal mining operyations. 

7 - No Conflicts. 

9 - No Conflicts. 

CRITERION 20 - No Conflicts. 

i 
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Land I!an,aqenont (SLV) in accordance with the Federal Land Policy 
t Act oi 1915 (fLWA) and the Surfcfcc I.lin inq Control and Reclama- 

1577 (51::",?,'i' ) has ttle responsibil ity to II‘ . . . assess the unsuit- 
ability or the acceptability of Federal lands for coal leasing and develop- 
ment..." 

s hdy 

This effort iS being condcrtcd in ccnjunction with the revision of the Hanage- 
me;lt Frs:;:e:qs~,k p] z:*~ (:,ltP) f or the Henry Iqountain Planning Area, scheduled ior 
completion in early 7982. 

Specific objectives to be accomp.1 ished regarding coal leasing in this planning 
effort include: 

a> Revise and update data on all resources that could be affected by 
future coal leasing activity. 

b) Apply the coal unsuitability criteria as outlined in Federal 
Register, Vol.-44, No. 140, July 19, 1979 to all unleased Federal coal 

. areas. These areas make up the coal leasing study area and include: 

1. 41,09S acres in the Henry Mountain Known Recoverable Coal 
Resource Area (KRCRA). 

2. 102,702 additional acres identified from coal outcrop data 
supplied by U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) and the Utah Geologic 
and Hineral Survey (UGIiS). Potential strippable land in the 
coal study area amounts to approximately 44,701 acres on BLl+t 
administered public lands, 14,982 acres on State lands, and 670 
acres on private lands ,for a total of 50,353 acres. 'This 
strippable coal is found in the Emery and Ferron Sandstone 

. members of the Mancos Shale (see Map 1). 

3. Three Preference Right Lease Application (PRLA) areas are 
proposed for development by Meadowlark Farms, Inc. This in- 

. volves 11,360 acres included in the totals for numbers 1 and 2 
above. Approximately 6,170 acres in the FiXAs have been iden- 
tified as strippable. No State lands are located in the PRLAs. 

d Develop MFP decisions defining all public lands within the coal 
leasing study area that are suitable for all or. stipulated methods of 
coal mining. 

'Note: The term 'coal study area' actually refers to four geographically 
srate areas as shown on the maps. In order to eliminate duplicaticn of 
discussion in applying the Unsuitability Criteria, these four areas are con- 

'. sidered as one 'study area'. In the few instances where there are resource 
differences between the four areas, they are d?scribed geographically. 

. . 
'The Henry Mountain Planning Area lies within the eastern boundaries of Wayne 
and Garfield Counties. The coal areas are situated in the Henry Mountain _ 
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This structural basin ic, chsrsctcriz~:d by a sLx!p area t0 the L!Cst , the Vz t.t?r- 
poci:et Fold, \:ilich E:;1rks the west boundcrry of the coal field. Along ttic Fold, 
rock inClir1LitiOiIS c?r'e 20 t9 30 dZ(jreZS. A mile or two east of the Fold the 
coal beds arc nwrly hoi-i zoi1tal and t:?o miles further the major axis of the 
Basin is reached. The cast side,of the 'Basin is gentle arid the beds rarely 
exceed 10 de<jrccs. 
the coal field. 

The Henry Ilountains intrusions mark the east boundary of 
Sose of the Cretaccous cr.- "al-b::srirlg beds extend to the east 

side of the mountains, but the area of OiJtCrgiI is Smal I and broken by the 
& fo,-r;;tj o,y 'r'e f &J(i to 1. I.. i' I ; T j ti t j* 11s i :, e c;l c .t i ‘J j t.y . A fe!:i faults occur on the 
north and east side of the coal- field, but they are of small displacement and 
extend for only a short distance. 

COAL AVAILAEILITY I:l THE STUDY AREA 

Doelling (1972) estir--+q ,;;cVt-d at least C90 million tons of coal exist in the Henry 
fiountains coal fields (in all beds and thicicnesses exceeding 1 foot). Using 
a 4-foot mineable thickness, Doelling cstimated.tirat 230.9 million tons were 
recoverable. 

The USGS established the Henry Mountain .KRCRA I;!ithin the coal field. KRCRA 
boundaries are established by the Director of t!z USGS and include lands b:hich 
meet minimum standards for recoverable coal deposits-in accordance with ac- 
ceptable mining practices. The KRCRA is used to define areas where the coal 

, unsuitability criteria will be applied in order to determine which areas are 
suitable for all or stipulated methods of coal mining. 

In addition to the KRCRA, other public lands within the coal field have been 
added to the coal study area. This addition resulted from (1) a proposal made 
by Meadow1 ark, Farms, Inc. to develop three PRLAs, of which 4,240 acres were 
identified as being outside the KRCRA; and '(2) the present configuration of 
the KRCRA does not correspond.well td the coal resource limits of the coal 
field. USGS indicated that if industry expressions of interest or future 
drilling data results in tract delineations outside the present KRCRA, the 
boundary could be readily adjusted. 

The additional public land making up the coal study area includes all lands 
underlain by the Emery Sandstone coals with the exception of that underlying 
North and South Caineville Mesas. Also included within the study area are 
those Ferron Sandstone coals which underlie the Emery coals in the south end 
of the field and the Ferron coals that qderlie the northern portion of the 
coal field. Much of the deep-lying Ferron coal in the central portion of the 
field is not included in the -study because of the total lack of data on the 
coal. 

. 

The coal study area has been expanded to a total of 143,800 acres and includes 
all areas where logical mining units could be established based on present. 
data and all areas that are potentially strippable within the coal field. 
These expanded boundaries of the coal study area should negate the necessity 
to have z:.c'ditional stuck:: asendK;ents in. the area over the'next several years. 
A mow dttziled diszission of t?e coal field z:S its reroverable resources czn 



it 'Rt5oi1rcc Analq'sis (URA) for the 

Table 1 ic!!fntiCies the mirleral estate of those lands that lie within the 
,bO!li~Ctc7t’i~S Or‘ ttlc CO331 SiLidj/ St’i:i\. Tile Zlj unsuitability criteria arc only 
applied to those lands there the Federal govcrnmcnt has retained the mineral 
estate. 

TABLE 1 

Mineral Estate of Henry i,fountain Coal Study Area 

Federal Surface/Federal Minerals 126,669.50 
Private Surface/Federal Vincrals 520.00 
Private Surface/Private Ninerals 1,440.oo 
State Surface/State l'linerals 15,17C.50 

Total Acreage Within Study Area 143,800.OO 

Source: BLM Mineral Use Plats 

There are no existing coal leases on public lands administered by the BLM in 
the coal study area. Leases have been issued by the State of Utah on many of 
its tracts lying within the study area. Table 2 identifies these leases and 
the acreages involved. 

TABLE 2 

Leasing Statuslof all Lands in.the 
Henry Mountain Coal Study Area 

Lease Type Acreage 

Federal Lands with Coal Leases 0.00 . 
Preference Right Lease Applications 

(Neadowlark Farms, Inc.) ‘l1,360.00 
State Lands with Coal Leases 

. . 
14,780.46 

Source: BLY Flineral Use Plats and State Land Commission Leasing 
Documents. _ 

, 

The. Department of Interior has developed 20 criteria to guide whether or not a 
tract of land is suitable or unsuitable for coal leasing and development. 
These criteria are referred to as unsuitability criteria and are used in the' 
land use .planning assessment-of public lands where recoverable coal is known 
to exist.' These unsuitability criteria were developed to insure the protec- 
tion of various resource values and to eliminate conflicting land use.goals. 

. - 
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~uld t;o cr.f~:~i~li;~cl frm an UllslJif.x~!Jil i ty dcsicj112tion if there wolfld be I;O 
surface mirlirirj (;i)cr;ltions. Ho\::Cver , if underground mining operations could 
cause surface disturbznce,s the unsuitability criteria would be applied to 
t;hesc affected areas as well. 

Each criterion as defined in the Federal Register, Vol 44, No. 140, July 19, 
1979, is presented first, fo?lo;,edTLhe%?alys%. Exceptions are discussed 
where applicable. 

CRITERION HO. 1: 

All Federal lands included-in the following land systems or cate- 
gories shall be considered unsuitable: National Park System, 
National Wildlife Refuge System, National System of Trails, National 
Wilderness Preservation System, National Wild and Scenic Rivers 
System, National Recreation Areas., lands acquired with money derived 
from the Land and Water Conservation Fund, National Forests, and 
Federal lands in incorporated cities, $o\;ns, and villages. All 
Federal lands which are recommended for inclusion in any of -the 
above systems or categories'shall bl! considered unsuitable. 

None of the Federal land systems listed above are found in the coal study 
area; therefore, there are no conflicts with this criterion. 

CRITERION KO. 2: 

Federal lands that are within ,rights-of-way or easements or within 
surface ,leases for residential, commercial, industrial, or other 
public purposes, or for agricultural crop production on Federally 
owned surface shall be considered unsuitable. 

. 

There are no conflicts with this criterion. Rights-of-way, easements or other 
types of surface leases do not cross public lands within the coal study area. 

Two types of road systems have been identified in the coal study area. Ap- 
proximately 25 miles of county maintained roads cross the study area. None of 
the county roads have rights-of-way nor have they been paved or graveled and 
are not expected to cause any problems in terms of the criterion. If the need 
arose, these roads could be realigned to accomodate mining operations. Sev- 
eral other- dirt roads cross'the study area which are maintained by the BLM. 
These roads could also be.realigned to accommodate mining operations. 

CRITERION NO. 3: 

Federal lands affected by Section 522(e)(4) and (5) of'the- Surface 
,Miriing Control and Reclamation Act. of 1977 shall be considered 
unsuitable. This includes land‘s.within 100 feet of the, outside line 

5 



Tile Fed>ral Go\/ern::iertt. has retained the mineral estate on two areas where the 
surfccc is o~:nc:l by 3 private party. These private lands are located in the 
follo\,:ing areas: 

Acres 

Total 520 

In accordance with Instruction kiemorandum No. 79-537, "Surface'Owner Consulta- . 
tion in the Bureau Planning System," the owner of the private land has been 
contacted and has Indicated a preference not to have coal leases issued for 
any of these partic uiar parcels of land.' Therefore, those private lands with 
strippable coa; \<here the Federal government retains the mineral estate (430 
acres) within the coal study area are found to be unsuitable for surface coal 
mining operations (see Flap 2). 

- Exceptions or Exemptions 

Portions of these. private lands where the Federal government retains the 
mineral estate are mineable by underground methods and, therefore, the under- 
ground mining exemption (43 CFR 3461.2) is applicable on these areds. Should 
expressions of interest be received for underground mining proposals on adja- 
cent Federal coal lands, and the USGS determines that the coal underlying this 
private surface should bc developed as part of a logical mining unit, lease 
stipulations will be developed that would restrict coal removal. from beneath 
dwellings to prevent subsidence. 

CRITERION NO. 4: . . 

Federal lands designated as wilderness study areas shall be con- 
sidered unsuitable while under review by the Administration and the 
Congress for possible wilderness designation. For. any Federal land 
which is to be leased or mined prior to completion of the wilderness 
inventory by the surface management agency, the environmental assess-. 
ment or impact .statement on the lease sale or mine plan shall con- 
sider whether the iand possesses the characteristics of a wilderness 

-'study area. If the finding is affirmative, the land shall be con- 
'sidered unsuitable unless issuance of noncompetitive coal. leases and 
mining on leases is authorized under the Wilderness Act and the 

-Federal Land Policy and Nanagen:ent Act of 1976: ; 

. 
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Total 6,200 . 

*This figure excludes 458 acres of a preference right lease application (PRLA) 
which lies inside the USA. Pi?Ms were determined to be valid existing rights 
in a lay/suit (KZIC v. Berklund 458 F Supp. 925, 1978). Further clarification 
was given on th? in:piei;ientation of the nonimpairment stipulation concerning 
valid existing r ights in a solicator's opinion dated October 5, 1981, entitled 
The e!.f< \/jJd2~.ne;s Rf:/je!;/ 2nd l+'ajjd exist-ing Rights. 

There is also an appeal on public lands which were not carried forward as WSAs 
by the 6LY. These appeal areas encompass most of the coal study area. While 
these areas are under appeal, they will-be managed so as not to impair their 
suitability for wilderness designation and to prevent unnecessary or undue 
degradation to the lands (FLKA, Sec. GG3 (c)). Application of the "nonimpair- 
ment standard" will be subject to valid existing rights (FLPf;A, Sec. 701(h)). 

Exceptions or Exemptions 

Portions of these wilderness study areas (4,113 ac.) are mineable by under- 
ground methods and therefore the underground mining exemption (43 CFR 3461.2) 
is applicable in these areas. However, special stipulati.ons precluding sur- 
face disturbance or occupancy will be applied subject to the non-impairment 
provisions of the Interior Management Policy and Guidelines for lands under 
wilderness review. 

After the underground mining exemption is applied, -the following strippable 
acreage is determined to be unsuitable for surface mining operations (see Map 

'2): i 

Approximate Strippable Acreage in WSA 
Wilderness Study Area Total 

WSA 238 EM. Ellen-Blue Hills 
WSA 248 Mt. Pennell . 1,6E 
WSA 249 Mt., Hillers 0 

Total 1;629 

; 
. 



There are no lands listed as YGI Class I within the coal study area. There 
are no conflicts with this criterion. 

CRITERIO:I NO. 6: 

Federal land; under permit by the surface management agency and 
being used for scientific studies. involving food or fiber produc- 
t,ion, natural resources, or technology demonstrations and experi- 
mer;ts shall be considered unsuitable fcr the duration of the study, 
demonstration or experiment, exccqt rr;here mining could be conducted 
in such a way as to enhance or not jeopardize the.purposes of the 
stuc!y, as det, at-mined by the surface managencnt agency, or where the 

_ principal scientific user or'agency gives written concurrence to all 
or certain methods of mining. 

There is no conflict with this criterion. E\'o public lands within the coal 
study area are being used for scientific studies involving food or fiber 
production, natural resource or technology demonstrations. 

CRITERION NO. 7: 

All districts, sites, building;, structures, and objects of his- 
toric, architectural, archaeological, or cu‘ltural significance on 
Federal lands which are included in or eligible for inclusion in the 
National Register of Historic Places, and an appropriate buffer zone 
around the outside boundary of the designated property (to protect 
the inherent values of the property that makes it. eligible for 
listing in the National Register) as determined by the surface 
management agency, in consultation with the Advisory Council on 
Historic Preservation and the State Historic Preservation Office * 
shall be considered unsuitable. 

The Utah State Historical Society, Division of State History, is in the pro- 
cess of nominating the Susan Rockshelter for inclusion in the National Regis- 
ter of Historic Places (Oykeman, 7381). This site is an undisturbed dry rock- 
shelter with potential for additional cultural discoveries below the surface. 
The site contains pithouses of either the Fremont or the Anasazi cultures 
which would make ‘it unusual. It also may have Archaic material below the' 
present day layer. Since it is a dry site,'preserved vegetal mat%er may be 
present. -This site is very important because it can supply information on 
prehistoric.cultures that cannot be obtained elsewhere. . 

w 
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The site is locsted on th? div.idin:; line bcti;!een the area that is potentially 
mineable by surface Kethcds and rlildercjrolfi~d inethods. Therefore, the uiidcr- 
ground mining e xe:;;ption cm, be applied to a portion of the site and the 700 
acre buffer zone. 

After the exmption is applied, lG0 acres are determined to be unsuitable for 
surface mining (see IQ3 2). The remaining 600 acres are suitable for under- 
ground ciinir.g cperzticns with . ‘ihe stipulation that no surface occupancy or 
disturbance will occur ~~,ithin these 600 acres in accordance with the require- 
ments of 30 CFR, Parts 211 and 779. 

The BLl4, in consultation 
has detezzinqd 

with the Division of State History (Cykeman, lSSl>, 
. li that surface mini;:; cperation s can be authorized if the arch- 

aeological site were excavated first. 

Federal lands desianated as natural areas or National Natural Land- 
marks shall be con$dered unsuitable. 

There is no conflict .with this criterion. No'Federal lands are designated as 
natural areas or as National Hatural Landmarks within the coal study area. 

CRITERION NO. 9 

Federally designated critical' habitat for threatened or endangered 
plant and animal species, and habitat for Federal threatened or 
endangered species which is determined by the U.S..Fish and Wildlife 
Service (USFWS) and the surface management agency to be of essential 
value and where the presence of threatened or endangered species has 
been scientifically documented, shall be considered unsuitable. 

The-re is no conflict with this criterion. There are no Federally designated 
critical habitats for threatened and endangered plants, and animal species 
identified in the coal study area (Bolwahn, 1981) '(Welsh, 1976 and 1979), 
(Neese, 1980). 

Even though no thrdatened or endangered plant species were identified in the 
strippable portions of the coal study area, the Wright's fishhook cactus 
(Sclerocactus wriqhtiae) is known to exist in the vicinity of Factory Butte 
IT. 27 S., R.'m Prior to authorization for coal development, a site 
specific inventory shall be conducted to determine the existence of any T&E 
plants. If such pla:As ZY-:‘c located and the habitat isidetermined to be of 
essential value, -apqro;riats buffet zones tiill be established around small 



Fcclcra7 lands containing habitat determined to be critical or es- 
scr;tial for plant or anir0l species listed by a state pursuant to 
state law as en!'- uc;nyered or threatened shall be considered unsuit- 
able. 

The State of Utah, Division of V!ildlife Resources (UDWR), does not maintain a 
threatened and endangered species list for 'plants and animals. The' UD\!R 
considers the Federal threatened.and endangered list to be adequate (Livesay, 
1981). 

CATTERIO!! t:o. 11: 

A bald or golden eagle nest or site on Federal lands that. is deter- 
mined to be active and an appropriate buffer zone of land around the 
nest site shall be considered unsuitable. Consideration of avail- 
ability of habitat fcr prey specjes and of terrain shall be included 
in the determination of buffer zones. Buffer zones shall be deter- 
mined in consultation with the USFWS. 

There are four active golden eagle (Aquila chrysaetos) nest sites within the 
coal study area. These nest sites are located in the following areas: 

Site No. Location 

:: T. T. 31 31 S., S., R. R. 8 8 E. E. 

i: T. T. 32 33 S., S., R. R. 8 9 E. E. 

These. nest sites and a l-kilometer (3,280 ft.) radius buffer zone totaling 
approximately 795 acres per site (3,180 acres total) are considered as being 
of critical value to the maintenance of the golden eagle population (Livesay, 
1981) and are unsuitable for future coal mining operations. Sites 1, 2, and 4 
are partially on Kcadowlark Farms Preference Right Lease Application Areas. 

Exceptions or Exemptions: 

Through consultation with the USFWS it has been determined that underground 
mining would not jeopardize the continued existence of these golden eagle 
nests as long as there is no surface disturbance or subsidence within the 
buffer zone (Johnson, 1981). Therefore, the underground mining exemption 
apfities to 1,704 acres within. the buffer zone with the stipulation that no 
.s.J:*fy~ (j ii y:-;c;;.,-c c;. ~~~#."'-r~ 

I l .-b 
j-,+ 1iJ;j.s t$ aj.lc;;&-j ii ~cc~r~.z;;ce .\.;it jl t:!2 

. 
rcTt.3 r-2- .-. 4. - 

C,.. I I - .:;..*a.> 
I-,T - t? <FZ, p:=,rts 211 3::j 773. 
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Site 

1: T. T. 31 31 S., s. ) R. R. 8 8 E. E. 

3. T. 32 s., 2. s E. 

Tota 

247 103 350 
4c7 109 576 

0 0 0 . 

; ;c,? 447 6?0 

877 659 7 ,476 

*State lands have been excluded from total. 

. 

. Further exceptions may be allo::led if the nests are situated above and not in 
direct ljim,e Of site ()f ti.;e i,i:[\j:b3z (fjj?v'b:j-~,$~~~e 1:: thfj C.zsQ, 2 0.5-kijoaetpr 
(lGi0 ft.) ratius btiifer zone tc:.~lir,3 a;?rs;<i;)Gtcjy j96 acres per site oor!ld 
S2ilSc.,, - f\/ tt;e pro tecticn rcqtiire2ents (Livesay, 1981). 

,Both buffer zcnes would be contit-;<.Tt.on an c?-site inspection of the nest and 
the pragzsed mining area. Unforeseen conditions could require an adjustment 
to the buffer zone in order to provide adequate protection. The I-kilo,xeter 
and 0.5-kilometer buffer zones will be used as base figures until a mining 
plan is stibmitted and an inspection of the area can be made (Johnson, 1981). 

It is important to realize that since there is an abundance of suitable nest- 
ing habitat, other active aolden eagle nests could exist within the Henry 
Mountain coal study area (LTvesay, 1331). Therefore, prior to coal develop- 
ment, the developer will be required to provide an intensive baseline inven- 
tory of golden eagle breeding territories and identification of aeries within 
a l-kilometer (3,280 feet) radius of any surface disturbing activity that 
would result in a continual or significant disturbance during the raptor 
breeding season (February through June). Cliff .areas associated with golden 
eagle nests are essential habitat where no surface disturbances will be al- 
lowed. 

The surface mna~ment agency, in consultation with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service, will review .the developer's mining and reclamation plan to insure‘ 
that the requirements of 30 CFR 779.20 concerning fish and wildlife resources 
have been met before giving consent for coal development. 

' CRITERION ItO. 12: 

.' 
Bald and golden eagle roost and concentration areas on Federal lands 
used during migration and wintering shall be considered unsuitable. 

. e 
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CR11 E:,l.O!I t:o. ?3: -- 

Federal lands containing a falcon (excluding kestrel) cliff nesting 
site \*!ittl a?ii ac^i;ive nest and 3 buffer zone of Federal land around 
t;hc r:cst site si1cill !:e considered unsuitable. Consideration of 
availability of kbitat for prey species and of terrain shall be 
inclutIec1 in tile determination of buffer zones. Buffer zones shall 
be determined in consultation with the USFWS. 

There are two known prairie fa?con (Falco mexicanus) nests in the coal study 
area. These nests sites are lcca'ied in the?%1]Fg areas: 

Site !!o. Location 

:: 
T. 31 S., 
f. 33 s., 

R. 8'E. 
R. 8 E. 1 

These nest sites ;l;:d a l-kiicr,c ter (3,280 ft.) radius buf,fer zone totaling 
approximateiy 755 acres per site (1,530 acres total) are considered as being 
of critical value to the maintenance of the prairie falcon population and are 
unsuitable for future coal mi ning cperations (Livesay, 1981). 

Exceptions or Exemntions: 

Through consultation with the U.S. Fish- and Wildlife Service it has been 
determined that underground mining would not jeopardize the continued exis- 
tence of these prairie falcon nests as long as there is no surface disturbance 
or subsidence within the designated buffer zone (Johnson;l981). Therefore, 
the underground mining exemption applies to 736 acres within the buffer zone 
with the stipulation that no surface disturbance or surface facilities be 
allowed in accordance with the requirements of 30 CFR, Parts 211 and 779. 

After the underground mining exemption is applied, the following strippable 
acreage is determined to be unsuitable for surface mining operations (see Map 
3): 

Site 

Approximate Strippable Acreage In' 
Buffer Zone (l-Kilometer Radius) 

Located Located 

,;:A 
Outside 

PRLA Total* 

:: - 
T. 31 S., R. 8 E. 
T. 33 S., R.. 8 E. 

29 29 
105 72: 825 



Jt is !'rport?!:t to realize that since there is an abundance of suitable nest- 
ing hzbitzt, cthnr aciive fcilcon nes Ls could exist within the Henry Ilountain 
coal study area (Liwsay , l%l). l'herefore, prior to coal deveiopment, the 
&velc~;ci- will be ri;:;!,ij:.zd to pro*/ide an intensive baseline inventory of 
falcon breeding territories and itientification of deries within a l-kilometer 
(3,220 feet) radius cl' zn;: surface disturbing activity that zould result in a 
continca? or sisnificaflt dist urkance during the raptor breeding season (Feb- 
ruary tiiro:!$l 332). Cliff arc~s associated ;!ith falcon nests are essential 
habitat wkerc no surface disturbances ~/ill be allowed. 

. 
The surface m.snagecent agency, in consultation with the U.S. Fish and Wifd?ife 
Service. t:ill review the dw?olcr,nr s minincl and reclamation Plan to insure 
that 
have 

thk reouireznts of 30 CFR'779.20 concerning fish and wildlife resources 
been met before giving consent for coal development. 

Federal lands k:hich are high priority habitat for migratory bird 
species of hinh Federal interest on a regional or national basis, as 
determined jointly bjr the surface management agency and the USFWS, 
shall be considered unsuitable. . _ 

Twenty-two migratory bird species of high Federal interest have been identi- 
'fied within the Uinta-Southwestern Utah Coal Productioit Region--a geographic 

region in which the Henry Mountain coal study area is located (WO I.M. 80-38). 
However, suitable habitat for eleven of these species- is not found in the coal 
study area. 

. 

; 
.. 
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TABLE 3 

, --\, 

A Listing of Migratory Birds of High Federal Interest. 
in the Uiilir!~~-Soatti,~:cstern Utah Goal Production Region 

. 
---- 
Cormon /ime Sclentlflc Flame 

Great IllLiZ tlcron* 
Cooper's H;1wk 
Ferrug i nous IIa:'lk 
Golden Eagle 
Bald Eagle" . 
Osprey 
Prairie Falcon 
Peregrine Falcon 
Fiterl in 
Long-bil?ed Curlew* . 
Band-tailed pigeon* 
flammulated Gwl" 
Burrowing 0~11~ 
Spotted 0~11 
Black Swift 
Pi leated \loodpeckzr*' 
Lewis' \!oodpecker* 
~/illiamson's Sapsucker* - 
G!estern Bluebird 
Grace's Warbler" 
Scott's Oriole 

Arclea herodias 
Accipiter coooerii 
Buteo rcq*2-l --- -- 
AO,*.tl la C!lr>i~CietOS 

tialiaeetus ieucocephalus 
i5andlon 65liaetus 
El co lxx i ccirills . 
Falco j?z%?r;nus 
m co I 1GGzG-s 
NumeniiZYc?i::.er-icailus -- 
Colucha fasctata 
Otusi- 
Speotyt 
Strix 0 
Cloides 
* 

pp$ 
I 

Slalja I 
TJFiiKi' 

niqer -*-- 
E p1leatus 
nus lewis 
icuswoideus 
Kcana 
ca qraclae 

mparlsorum' 

. *No.suitable habitat for these species is located in the 
coal study area. 5 

The following species may occur in the coal study area, but no critical or 
. high-priority habitats are known to exist: 

Common Name 
Coooer's Hawk 
Ferruginous Hawk 
Peregrine Falcon 
Merlin 
Osprey 

. i . 

. . 

The pinyon-.juniper and wooded canyons in the coal study area are potentially 
high priority habitats for the following species; however, but there is no. 
scientific evidence that any of the following 'species are currently using 
these habitats: 

.( . . . 1, \ . . 
* 

i : . . 

Common Name 
Western Bluebird 
Scott's Oriole . 
Spotted Owl 
Black Swift . 

. 

. 

* 't . 

. . . - . 
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Because critical and/or hi:;h priority habitat for species other than golden . . 
‘eaglps or pr'a;riC 'falcons hts nu'; been sixcificall y identified, the developer 
wi 11 be Y?ii!.itxCd to Cc/I:::i!: ct a site scecific in?cr!toty of the area propcsr?d for 
c 0 ,YL 1 (-J (? r, r.. ! r ,:,- .y I> t, . <r:.-r;:.7 l. ,I . ,,*.:t. / i i ati-nr.ticn should be given to ripari;an ttsbitat 2s 

Wll as cliff areas. Tkn inv;,ntcr;r shoc!ld encoypass an area within l-kilo- 
meter of any surface disturbing coal mining activity. 

The surface cana~~nt azoncy, in'ccnsultaticrl with the U.S. Fish' and Wildlife 
Service, will review the daveloper's mining and reclamation plan to insure 
that the re:;!ii re:i:snts of 33 CFR 779.20 ccncerninq fish and wildlife resources 
liaV2 been met bef3re gitjing COIlSeIlt for coal development. 

CRITERION 110. 15: 

Fednral 1 --d 

joi;ltl;l 
a:,ti~ b:hich the surface ma.nagement agency and the state 

agree are f!'sh and wildlife habitat for resident species of 
high interest to the state and which are essential for maintaining 
these priority wildlife species shall be consi'dered unsuitable. 
Examples of sl!ch lands which serve a.critical function for the 
species involved include: 

(i) Active dancing and strutting grounds for sage grouse, 
sharp-tailed grouse, and prairie chicken: 

(ii) Winter ranges most critical for deer, antelope, and 
elk; and 

(iii) Migration corridors for elk. A lease may be issued 
if, after consultation with the state, the surface manage- 
ment agency determines that all or certain stipulated 
methods of ccal mining will not have a significant long- 
term impact on the species being protected. 

There are a total of 62 wildl'ife species classified as high interest to the 
State of Utah which are known to inhabit the Henry Nountain ?lanning Area 
during various times of the year. UDNR identifies "High Interest C/i Idlife" as 
all wildlife -species classif;ed as game species, any economically important 
species (from either a consumptive or non-consumptive perspective) and any 
species of special aesthetic, scientific or educational significance, tihich 

. may include all protected wildlife ‘(Dalton et al., 1977). \ . 

UDWR identifies crucial-critical habitat as 'being necessary to sustain the 
existence .and/or perpetuation or introduction of one or more species .of his- 
toric or existing "high interest wildlife" during critica. periods of their 
life cycle. This classification includes all habitats judged to be "highly- _ 

17, I *' 



Table 4 identifies these species and whether they are likely to occur in the 
coal study arm. 

The folio!-iing high interest species and a portion of their habitat has been 
identified as ,cruciaT--critical and is considered unsuitable for future coal 
mining cperstions. 

Habitat; Type PRM 
Acreaqe Approx. 

Coal Stud; Area Total* 

Crucial-Critical Eison Minter 3,252 20,885 24,137 
Crucial-Critical Dison Sumxer. 2,739 2,739 
Crucial-Critical Bison Yeariong 1,895 1,895 
Crucial-Critical Deer Winter 1,672 13,378 15,050 
Crucial-Critical Deer Summer 269 269 

*Acreage figures exclude all state land. Private lands are included in 
total where the Federal government has retained the mineral estate. 

There are a total of approximately 35,691 acres, excluding overlap and state 
lands, of crucial-critical habitat in the coal study area. This crucial- 
critical habitat is essential to (1) the maintenance of the only hunted, 
free-roaming bison herd in the contiguous United States; and (2) to sustain 
the existing mule deer herd inhabiting the area. This crucial-critical habi- 
tat is also important in terms of preventing a potential conflict with other 
resource users that could result if the bison herd was to migrate into a new 
location. The bison were transplanted to the San Rafael Desert in 1941 and 
migrated onto the Burr Desert in 1942. The herd eventually located on the 
northern and western part of the 'Henry Mountains in the early 1960's where 
they have remained. Bison are sensitive to surface-disturbing activities on 
their crucial-critical habitat. Surface mining operations and its man-related 
activities could cause the herd to migrate into new areas, cause a signficant 
decline in their numbers, or could eventually cause the herd to die out, 

tllule deer are also sensitive to any surface disturbing activities on their 
winter range. Deer numbers for the Henry Mountains decreased significantly 
from those of the 1940's and 1950's and any negative impacts to their crucial- 
critical habitat could seriously affect the current population. 
tions must be taken to assure adequate protection of this habitat. 

All precau- 

The following perennial and ephemeral water sources and their riparian areas 
have been identified as essential habitat because of their dependent use by 
those high interest species listed in. Table 4 and are considered unsuitable 
for. future coal mining operations. 

. . I 



Class 

-Li kc ly to Occur 
in Coal Study 

Area Riparian' 
Yes Flo SttltUSl Dependent Reference3 

Amphibians Tiger Sal 2f?iZ!nder 

Chuckv~lla 
Utah !:ight Lizard 

Fish Leatherside Chub 

Birds Great Blue Heron 
trial lard 
Gadwall 
Green-winged Teal 
Cinnaeon Teal 
Turkey Vulture 
Goshawk 
Sharp-shinned Hawk 
Cooper's tiaxk 
Red-tailed Hawk 
Swainson's hawk 
Rough-legged Hawk 
Ferrugi nous Hawk 
Golden Eagle 
Bald Eagle 
Marsh Hawk 
Prairie Falcon 
Peregrine Falcon 

rel 
Merlin 
American Kest 
Blue Grouse 
Chu kar 
Common Snipe 
Band-tailed P 
Mourning Dove 
Yellow-billed 
Barn Owl 
Screech Owl 

igeon 

Cuckoo 

Fl ammulated Owl 
I Great-Horned Owl 

. Pygmy Owl 
Spotted Owl 
Short-eared Owl 

.' Long-eared Owl 
Saw-whet Owl 
Black Swift 

X 
X 

. x 

.X 
X 
X 
X 
X 

X 

X 

X‘ 
X 
X 

X 

X 
X 
X 
X 
X 

X 
X 
X 
X 

X 
X 
X. 

X 

X 

i9 

X 

X 
X 
X 
X 
X 

X 
X 
X 
X 

X 
X 
X 

x 

X 

X 

x 
X 

X 

X 
X 

X 
;X 

UDWR 
UDWR 
UDWR 

UDWR 

USFI;:S , UDXR 
SWIG, UDXR 
SVIM, UCWR 
SVII'I, UDl@ 
SVIM, UDWR 
SVIM, UD':iR 
SVIM, UDWR 
SVUl, UlXR 
SVIM UDWR 
SVIM:UD\~~R,USFWS, 
UDWR 
UDh'R . 
UDGlR 
USFWS, UDWR 
'USFWS ,UDWR,SVIM 
UDWR, SVIM 
USFWS ,UDWR,S!IM 
USFWS ,UDWR,S'JIi: 
UDWR 
;;J;,USFWS,SVIM 

UDWR, SVIM 
UDWR 
UDWR, USFWS 
UDWR, SVIM 
UDL!R,SVIM 
UD\!R 
UDWR, 
UDWR, USFWS 
lJ;m& SVIM 

UDWR 
UDWR 
UDWR 
UDWR 
UDWR,USFWS 

-- 
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L1kc 1y to ‘3CClil‘ 

- 

in Coal Study 

Area Riparian2 
ClilSS 4. CCtIliiilOfI I;C:I!C YCS ii0 St~tllSs _--- Dcpcrhnt Rcicrencc2 

Dssrf Shrew 
Gray Shrew 
Red Bat 
hlstern big-eared Bat. 
Raccoon 
Long-tailed h'easel 
Badqer 
Spotted Skunk 
Striped Skunk 
Gray NoIf 
Red Fox 
Kit Fox 
Cougar 
Bobcat 
Desert Cottontail 
Plule Deer 
Bison 
Desert Bighorn Sheep 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 
X’ 

X 
X 

X 
X 
X 

X 

X 
X 
X 
X 

X. 

X 
‘.. 

I; 
X K 

U 
U 
K 

1 

: 
C 

X K 

. 
E 
C 
C 

X 

X F 
X 

c" 

c' 

E 
X - L 

X 

X 

X 

X 
X 

X 

X 

X 
X 

UD l,f? ,I t\ 
UD':!R USFLIS 
UD:;'R ' 
UD!:R, USFWS 
USFWS , UDWR 
UDWR 

UDtJR 
UDb'R ,SVIH 
UDWR 
UDWR 
UD?R 
UDI:rR 
UDWR 
UDXR , SVIiA 
UDh'R, WIN 
UD'::R 
UDMR, 
UD%R 
UDh'R 
UDWR 
UDWR , SV1i-I 
UDWR,SWl 
UDWR,SVIM 
UDWR 

lc r Common (Species are widespread and abundant in HF:IPA). 
U = Uncommon (These species are widespread but not abundant on HIe?PA). 
K = Status unknown (Species are present in HHPA but little is known of population dynamics. 
L = Limited (The species are common but restricted to certain areas in HMPA). 
E = Endangered species. 

2Riparian habit at is essential to existence of species in coal study area. 

3UDWR = Utah Division of Wildlife Resources 
SVIM = BLM's Soil, Vegetation Inventory filethod 
USFWS = U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service 
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Five Ca:;~;c? Creek 
DlJ$p;t C:-c?k 
Sot!t.h CrccY-k 
[)jVi<!~ c~;']J~.~~i 
Bitter S;:ri?.z Crc2k 
Spring Car!yl Creek 
s*.:q czr;yQ;l 
Bitter Creek 
Blind Trail Wash 
Li tt.1 e Divide 
i:h~d Creek 
Cullirog Creek 
Scratch Canyon Creek 
t*!uley Creek (Euilfrog Allotment) 
Pcni-211 Creek 
Pennell Creek f?ou.;hs 
Squa:?! Spring (wash) 
Saleratus \/ash 

Exceptions or Exemptions: - 

Poclr - 
tie Survey 
Poor 
Poor 
No Ct!rvcy 
No Survey 
No Survey 
I!0 SL:rvey 
No Survey 
Good 
No Survey 
ido Survey 
Poor 
Good 
Poor 
Fair 
No survey 
Poor 
No Survey 

Source --- -.. 

fntcrnittci;t 

Perennial 
I~~tf?l’idi ttClit 
Pcrcr13ii-11 
Pcbrcrtninl 
Intermittent 
Perennial 
Pcrenni al 
1ntexiitier:t 
Intermittent 
Perennial 
Intermittent 
Intermittent 
Intermittent 
Intemitt.cnt 
Internittent 
Perennial 
Intermittent 
Perennial 
Intermittent 
Intermittent 
Intermittent 
Intermittent 

Acres -- 

140 
202 

45 
77 

437 
217 
139 
11c 
202 

2:; 
158 
125 
302 

53 

1;: 
16 

307 
145 

51 
109 
770 

Total 3,585 

Through consultation between the BLM. and the UDWR, it was determined that 
underground mining would not have a significant adverse, long-term impact on 
the high interest species identified. Therefore, the underground mining 

1 exemption applies to 23,008 acres, excluding over1 ap areas and State lands, 
with surface disturbing activities being subject to special stipulations on 
crucial-critical habitat for bison and deer in accordance with the require- 
ments of 30 CFR, Parts 211 and 779. 

After the underground mining exemption is applied, the following 17,268 acres 
of strippable land, excluding overlap areas and State lands, are determined to 
be unsuitable for surface mining operations (see Raps 4 and 5): 
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SITE LOCATION MAP HENRY 
MOUNTAlN 
COAL 
STUDY . 
AREA 

MAP 4 

PRIVATE LAND 

‘“‘: PREFERENCE RIGHT 
; c,,; LEASE APPLICATION AREAS 

a 
PUBLIC LANDS-BLM 
(All other) 

CRUCIAL-CRITICAL BISON 
WINTER RANGE UNSUITABLE 
FOR SURFACE MiNlNG 

cl CRUCIAL-CRITICAL BISON 
6 SUMMER RANGE UNSUITABLE 

F.OR SURFACE MINING 

:.:.>: CRUCIAL-CRITICAL BISON cl A:::: YEARLONG RANGE UNSUITABLE 
FOR SURFACE MINING 
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SITE LOCATION MAP HENRY ; 
MOUNTAiN 

i COAL 
STUDY 
AREA 

MAP 5 

Y STATE LAND q . ! 

Eil 
PRIVATE LAND 

*“‘; PREFERENCE RIGHT 
1 L,,; LEASE APPLICATION AREAS 

cl 
PUBLIC LANDS-BLM 
(All other) 

CRiJCIAL-CRITICAL DEER 
WINTER RANGE UNSUITABLE 
FOR SURFACE MINING i 
RIPARIAN HABITAT UNSUITABLE ; 
FOR SURFACE MINING 



Approxirnzte 
Strippc?ble Acreage On 

Crucial-Crit.ical tiabitat -----.---- -- 
Located Located 

in Outside 
PRLA PRLA Total* 

Crucial-Critical Zison \I:Intcr 2,404 12,367 14,771 
Crtlcial-Critical Ciso:; Si;r;;r,;cr 
Cri!cial-Critical Bison Yearlong : 1:: 1:: 
Crucial-Critical Deer \/inter 1,370 3,954 5,324 
(--rucja]-C[*jt.jcaj i;Giy s;<;;;;;~)- 0 0 0 

kSiate lands have be& excluded from totals. Private lands are included in 
to'ial~ e&,cre the Federal government has retained the mineral estate. 

Approximate 
Strippahle Acreage In 

Riparian Habitat Areas 
Ii?ide Outside - . 

PRLA PRLA Total 

Seven Canyon 
Ho. Fork Gullfrog Creek 
Pipe Spring Canyon 
Mbley Creek (Steele Eutte Allot.) 
Lower Sweetwater Creek 
Five Canyon Creek 
Dugout Creek 
South Creek 
Divide Canyon 
Bitter Spring Canyon 
Spring Canyon Creek 
Swap Canyon 
Bitter Creek 
Blind Trail Wash 
Little Divide 
Mud Creek 
Eullfrog Cree.k 
Scratch Canyon Creek 
Muley Creek (Bullfrog Allot.) 
Penncll Creek 
Pennell Creek Roughs 
Squaw Spring (Wash) 
Saleratus Wash 

5; 
22 

fl 
54 
35 
77 

x 
0 

ii: 

i 
20 
17 

92 
65 

0 

;: 
682 



In consultation with tt;o State of.Utah, the Governor hzs indicated his support 
for t+e unsuitability determinations resulting from the application of this 
criterion. 

CRITERIO1I !;O. 16: 

: 

Federal lands in riverine, cbastal, and ipecial floodplains (loo- 
year recurrence interval) shall be considered unsuitable unless, 
after consultation with USGS, the sxrface manacenent agency deter- 
mines that all or certain stipulated methods of coal mining can be 
undertaken Gthout substantial threat of ?oss to people or property, 
and to the natural and beneficial values of the floodplain on the 
lease tract and downstreani. 

Lands in special floodplains were identified by using Housing and Urban Devel- 
opment Flood Hazard Boundary maps, from aerial photography, and from on.-the- 
ground study by BLH watershed specialists. The following ,areas (loo-year 
floodplains) have been identified as unsuitable for future coal mining opera- 
tions. 

location Approx. Acreage 

Bullfrog Creek 
Muley Creek 
Swap Canyon 
Spring Canyon 
Divide Creek 
Dugout Creek 
South Creek 
Stevens Narrows 
Sweetwater Creek . 

Total 

460 

;i 
440 

2:: 
260 
520 

1,070 

3,270 

Exception and Exemptions: 

The BLN has determined that surface minin'g may' be undertaken without sub- 
stantial threat of loss- to people, property, or the natural and beneficial s 

25 ’ 
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CRITERION NO. 17: 

Federal lands which have been committed by the surface management 
agency to use as municipal watersheds shall be considered unsuit- 
able. 

. 

There is no conflict with this criterion. There are' no Federal lands that 
have been committed by the BL14 to be used as municipal watersheds. 

CRITERION NO. 18: 

Federal lands with National Resource Waters, as identified by states 
in their water quality management plans, and a buffer zone of Fed- 
eral lands l/4 mile from the outer edge of the far banks of the 
water, shall be unsuitable. 

There is no conflict with .this criterion. The Utah Division of Water Re- 
sources has not identified any Federal lands that have National Resource 
Waters (Austin, 1981). 

CRITERION NO. 19: 

. . 

Federal lands identified by the surface management agency, in con- 
sultation with the state in which they are located, as alluvial 
valley floors according to the .definition in 5 3400.0-5(a) of this 
title, the standard in 30 CFR BPart 822, the final alluvial valley 
floor guidelines of the. Offi,ce of Surface Idining Reclamation and 
Enforcement when published and approved state programs under the 
Surface Mining Control and Reclamation Act of 1977, where mining 
would interrupt, discontinue, or preclude farming, shall be consid- 
ered unsuitable. Additionally, when mining Federal land outside an 
alluvial valley floor would materially damage the quantity or qual- 
ity of water in surface or underground water systems that would 
supply alluvial valley floors, the land shall be considered unsuit- 
able. 

There is no conflict with this criterion. No alluv,ial valley floors are ' 
located within the coal study area (Daniels, 1980). 

CRITERION NO. 20: 

1 . . 
-‘* 
;' 

'Federal lands in a state to which is applicable a criterion (i) 
proposed by that state, and (ii) adopted by rulemaking by the Secre- 

. tary, shall be considered unsuitable. . 
t 

. . . .- 
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The Sbte of Utah has not proposed nor adopted any other criteria. 

1. 

2. 

- 

, 

TABLE 5 ~ 

Henry I~lountain Coal Study Area Anal sis 
(see Plap q---+- 

Study Arca Acres 

KRCRA 41,098 
Additional Land 102,7C2 

Coal Study Area 143,800 (Includes PRLAs totaling 11,350 ac.) 

(Acres) 
Strippable Land* 

(Acres) 
Coal Study Area PRiA 

Federal 
St.ZllX 

44,701"" 6,170 
4,982 

Private 67Q . x 

Total 50,353 6,170 

"Strippablc land includes all.lands which have the potential to be 
surface mined. 

**These 44,701 acres of Federal lands are the only lands in the coal . 
study area where the unsuitability criteria were applied and includes 
430 acres of strippable private land where the Federal government has 
retained the mineral estate. . 

P 

I 

Acres 
Remaining 

-3. 
Unsuitable Inside 

for Surface Mining ' 
Coal Study 

PRLAs Area Total 

Private Surface/Fed. 0 (o)* 430 430 
Minerals 

(360) (360) 

WSAs UN 
Cultural Site i (0) *. 

1,629 (25) 1,629 (25) 

95i 
100 w-0 100 

(683) 
wJ) 

Raptor Nest Sites 1,379 
Crucial-Critical Habitat 3,774 (2,404) 

(819) .2,330 (1,582) 

Riparian Habitat 
16,502 (1'4,113) 20,276 (16,517) 

69 (69) 682 (@W 751 (751) 

Total 4,794 (3,156) 20,722 (16,099) 25,516 (19;255) 

. .*( ) Figures in parenthesis represent potential strippable public and 
private lands that have been found unsuitable for surface mining 

. . . :., operations. These figures may differ from those identified under 
! the criteria because all overlapping acreage has been included under 

. crucial-critical habitat. 
.figures in the table. 

State lands are excluded from all acreage 

.' * w. 
. . I 4 
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SITE LOCATION MAP 

‘a Ll : 

liZI y--: 
i,,: 
q 
•il .*::. q :.*.-. . . . . . . . 
III 

HENRY 
MOUNTAIN 
COAL 
STUDY 
AREA 

MAP 6 

STATE LAND 

PRIVATE LAND 

PREFERENCE RIGHT 
LEASE APPLlCATiON AREAS 

PUBLIC LANDS-BLM 
(All other) 

STRIPPABLE FOUND SUlTAfliE 
FOR SURFACE MINING 

STRIPPABLE FOUND UNSUITABLE 
FOR SURFACE MINING 

REMAINDER SUITABLE FOR 
UNDERGROUND MINING 



2 of Total 
Put) 1 ic L 3ridk ' 

Coal St.!{!!:? nre;" -- -A'--- 

3: p 11 b j i c 1 3 rj <j j rlcl l.;::es t..‘;,? f oiloxing acreages c;herc the Federal government 
retains 1 !. Lli2 sii nei‘a 1 estate: 

126,699 tic. Fcde:-al Surface/Fed2rral Ginera 
52;1 ac. p rt j vc; to S, .'.%f? c f> / :I P.S!.Q )'. - _.I & - -, 1 LbL, al biinerial (inr,ludes 430 acres of 

styi p;:,:;:jl e 7 ai!d) 

127,139 ac. Total public and private lands in the coal study area 
k;here t-tie Fed2 ral government has retained the 
mineral estate. 

r - 
jHultiple Use Reccz?endation 

In accordance \/ith the findings of the coal unsuitability analysis, implement 
'the conditims cf ttie excqtions and exceptions and apply coal lease sti&ula- 

/ tions wilich exclude surface mining operations on those public lands in the 

i /ienry !:ouilt;in coal study area found unsuitable for this type of coal develop-.- 
ment (see Elap 6). 

Rationale . 

Public lands excluded from surfac'e mining operations and varicus surface 
disturbing activities were determined through the application of the coal 
unsuitability criteria as defined in the Federal Register, Vol. 44, No. 140, 
July 19, 1979. 

MULTIPLE USE ANALYSIS 

The following analysis is based on the findings of the application of the coal 
unsuitability criteria as defined in 43 CFR 3461 to public lands located in 
the Henry Clountairt coal study area. Felap 6 identifies those public lands found 
suitable and unsuitable for surface mining operations and other surface dis- 
turbing coal related activities. 

LRNDS - There is a potential conflict with state lands lying adjacent to or in 
theicinity of those public lands identified as being unsuitable for surface 
mining operations. If the bulk of the public lands in an area are identified 
as, unsuitable for surface coal mining operations, adjacent state sections 
could also be negatively impacted because of the economic unfeasibility of 
mining small areas and the need to have access across those same unsuitable 
public lands. 1?anagement objectives for state lands reqauire the greatest 
economic return on the use of these lands. This is 'inimical to resource 
protection goals so metimes appl ieb to certain public lands. This conflict 

. w 



ItI!!EGLS - Through the application of th 
acres. of public land h3~c 

e ccal unsuitability criteria, 13,255 

operations. As a result, 
been identified as unsuitable for surface mining 
opproxii,;stely 138 m'illicn tons of in-place coal 

would not be rccoverablc b:; s'trip mining methods. 
estic!Gtcd, infcrrcti, 

In-place coal (measured, 
e:id pctential reserves) is the total coal determined to 

underlie an area based on existing driil data and know geoiogic 'features. 
Surfz.ce nini!!s cpcraticcs usm.1 ly have a 90-95 percent recovery rate while 
under ground cperations are limited to a 45-55 percent recovery rate. 

Based on current market conditions, 
coal which would not bc 

the estimated 135 million tons of in-place 
recoverable could have an ecnnomir: value of more than 

$3 billion. Coal gilnrrated feVc;i?LZS are usual?y based on the amount of BTUs 
per ton. Coal that has a 12,060 BTU value has been averaging $25 per ton 
delivered at railroad distribution points nea'r Price, Utah. Coal in the Henry 
Mountain coal field has been estimated at 11,000 ENS. After adjusting for 
the difference bei;?:ieen BTU values, it is estimated that the Henry Plountain 
coal would be worth approximately $22 per ton delivered at the railroad at 
Green River, Utah. This estimated worth dcos not take into consideration tax 
or royalty revenues which would be lost to Federal, State, and county govern- 
ments. . 

The in-place coal quantities discussed in this section are based on average 
coal thicknesses reported in Doelling and Graham's, Eastern and Northern Utah 
Coal Fields (see Bibliography for full title). The authors have identified 
the Henry Nountain coal field as among the most lenticular in.lltah. There- 
fore, the calculated coal tonnage is an approximation which could vary consid- 
erably when/if new exploratory drilling is conducted. 

In calculating coal' quantities, 1 ton of coal was assumed to be equivalent to 
0.93 cubic yards in volume. No tonnage estimates are given for state lands 
involved in the unsuitable areas. This could amount to approximately 5 to 10 
percent more coal than is stated. Nhile the degree of impact on coal re- 
sources may vary between criteria, there would be an overall significant 
negative impact to the minerals resource development program for the Henry 
Mountain Pi anning Area. x 

Estimated coal tonnage determined to be unrecoverable by surface mining opera- 
tions has been calculated on the basis of the following criteria: . 

Criterion 3: 

The Federal government has retained the mineral estate on 430 acres of private 
tand that has potential,to be surface mined. As a result of consultation with 

‘30 ’ . 



Critci.ir:n 4: --PI_ 

This cri!.c::ri~ inval':r TS lzilc!s fo!ir!d Li;13ilit;:.!)?e for surface minir:ij bec3~se of 
fhei 1' <imps j, :;:ji;j Oil 2s :a/i l&rncss st(!iiy Cl‘?dS (:w\s). The N.&s invoi ved sre 1.:';. 
El I en-61 I!,_‘ ‘II i 11 S 2:;) Zlid i.;t. Pf?lIl?C! 1 1 243. f:ort,ions of tiw KSAs (~1,113 acre;) 
WCr*(! f@l!i>d to. bC! 5:: ii?'- lP II.2 I - ior min5ng by Ut~dC:'~~;'(?C!nci rxthcds; hol;:cver, special 
stiplilation5 w3lIld ~:'w\'cnt i?liJ, surfac e dist.urb?:oce or odcupancy.‘ As a result, 
there wuid tj.2 a nf2y.zLi::e irr>pact to iind~rgvcm:d niining because surface facili- 
ties suctt as ventiialion fans, electrical lines, access roads, portals, and 
other ancillary facilities zre -needed in various locations. for proper ninin;~ 
O]IC?r~L?tiOil. fiox;ever, the coal under these lands could still conceivably be 
mined by underground methods. 

Total in-p!ace coal \::hich would be unrecoverable by surface- mining methods 
because of the MA designation include: 

WSA 238: Ht. El.len-Glue Hills 

Average coalbed thickness of three feet under 25 acres represents 
130,641 tons of coal. This coal is located outside the PRLAs. 

WSA 248: Mt. Pennell 

Average coalbed thickness of six feet under 1,604 acres, 
X,563,895 tons of coal. This coal is located outside' 

represents 
the PRLAs. 

Criterion 7: 

This criterion involves lands found unsuitable for surface mining because of 
the existence of a potential National Reqister archaeological site. The 
buffer zone requiring protection involvesTacres. However, .600 of these 
acres were found suitable for mining by underground methods as long as no 
surface occupancy cr disturbance would occur within the buffer zone. This 
would be a negative impact to any future coal development because underground 
mines require certain surface facilities at various locations for access, 
ventilation and power. 

The 100 acres found unsuitable for surface mining involves coalbeds with In 
average thickness of five feet. This would make approximately 870,942 tons 
unavailable for future development. All of this coal is located outside the 
PRtAs. 

'.. Criterion 11: 

This .criterion involves lands found unsuitable for surface mining due to the 
presence of bald or golden eagle' nesting sites; Four sites. have been identi- 
fied and involve in-place coal tonnages as follows: 

. - 
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Sit,!\ I 

Sj[A 7 
-- Le.-k 

Site 3 -- 

The btifier zone around this site was found to be mineable by under- 
gt-Oliild lZ-?th?dS. HG:.:e\;er , n e da t Y L e - I impacts are pos.sibie becsuse- 
1l~dQ~Cj~Ctli~r-i zi n;lS requi 1-2 ceriiin surface facilities at various 
locations for access, ventilation, and po;Jer. The lease for this 
coal would stipulate no surface occupancy or disturbance. These 
stipulations could hinder future underground mining operations. 

Site 4 

This site would preclude surface mining on 610 acres with an averaqe 
coalbcd thickness of 6.5 feet, 
imately 1,845,527 tons are 
5,061,045 tons are outside the 

repr2senting 6,906,572 tons. 

Gthin portions 
Appro;- 

of the PRLAs, and 
PRLAs. 

Criterion 13: 

This criterion involves lands 'found unsuitable for surface mining due to the 
presence of falcon nesting sites. Two sites have been identified and involve 
coal tonnage as follows: 

Site 1 

This site would preclude surface mining on 29 acres with an average 
coalbed thickness of 4.8 feet, representing 242,470 tons. This cod1 
is located within the PRLA. 

Site 2 

.This site would preclude surface mining on 875 acres with an average 
coalbed thickness of 5.0 feet, representing 7,185,273 tons. Approx- 
imately 914,489 tons are within portions of the PRLAs, and 6,270,784 
tons are outside the PRLAs. 

Seven-hundred and thirty-six acres within the nesting site buffer zcnes t;ere 
u- found suitable for underground mining provided there is no surface occupancy 

w _ - 
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2: Crucial-Critical Simon .S::':,.ier Ranne 

This habitat area koa?d preclude surface ,z-iining on 50 acres with an 
ave yasz co.;ii bed thickhess of 2 feet: renresenting 174,1&S tons. 
This coal is located outside the. PRLA areas. 

3: Crucial-Critical Bison Yearlong Range 

This habitat area would preclude surface mining on 131 acres with an 
average coalbed thickness of 6.5 feet; representing 1,483,215 tons. 
This coa'l is located outside the PRLAs. 

4: Crucial-Critical Deer Winter Range 

This habitat area would preclude surface mining on 5,324 acres with 
an average coalbed thickness of 4 feet. This represents 37,C95.,170 
tons .of coal. kpProximate?y 9,545,5X tons are located within 
portions of the FRLAs, and 27,549,644 to.ns are located outside the 
PRLAs. 

An additional 23,003 acres of big game habitat was found to be suitable for 
underground mining. In these areas, surface disturbing activities would be 
subject to special stipulations to protect crucial..critical habitat for bison 
and deer. Special stipulations could be so restrictive that they would pre- 
clude the underqround mining of any underlying coal. especially the no surface 
occupancy stipulation (the reasons‘being cited under seijeral previous'criteria 
discussions). 

-. 

fn addition to protection of habitat, .this criterion al& provides protection 

.,' for riparian habitat zones. In total, 751 acres of riparian zones were iden- 
tified. An average of four feet of coal underlies these areas which would - 
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Summary of Minerals Impacts From Coal Unsuitability Criteria 

Criterion No. 

Tons of In-Place Coal Sultable 
For Underground Mining 

With Special Stipulations . 
Average Coal 

Acres Thickness Tons 

Tons of In-Place Coal Unsuitable for Recovery By Strip Mining Methods" 
Within PRLAs Outside PKLAs 
Average Coal Average Coal 

'Acres Thickness Tons Acres Thickness Tons 

430 4.8' 3,595,230 . 3. Private Surface/- 
* Federal fdineral 

4. WSAs 
Ht. Ellen 
Mt. Pennell 
Mt.; Hillers 

Data unavailable - coalbeds are thin 
and lenticular. 

7. Archaeological Sites 

575 3' 3,004,751 
2,933 4' 20,470,625 

600 3' 3,,135,392 

600 5' 5,225,653 

11. Bald Eagle Sites 
Site 1 
Site 2 
iite 3 
Site 4 

1,704 4' 11,872,684 
MS 

mm 

-- 

s.. -- 

13. Falcon Sites 
Site 1 
Site 2 

736 4' 5,128,107 
me mm -s 
me -- mm 

15. Big Game Habitat 
Crucial-Critical 

:. i 
Buffalo Winter 

Crucial-Critical . 
Buffalo Summer 

'Grucial-Critical 
Buffalo Yearlong 

Crucial-Critical 
Deer Winter 

,.Crucial-Critical 
Deer Summer 

Riparian 

23,008 4' 166,310,000 
..- -- S" 

-- -- m- 

-- -- -s -- me em 131 6.5' 1,483,215 

mm ..- -- 

. . -- m- 

TOTALS 30,161 215,147,212 

-- w.. -- 

3' 
6' 

WI -- 

130,641 
16,763,695 

-I L- VW 

SW -.m -- 

.“- me -- 

SW -.m -- 100 5' 8X$342 

-- 
861,188 
911,354 

-- 
5,061,045 

-- me -- 

247 4.8' 2,065,i78 
407 4.8' 3,402,945 

-c -- -- 
163 6.5" 1,845,527 

-- ..- 
103 

109 

% I 

-- SW 
447 6.5' 

em -- -- 

* 29' 4.8' 242,470 
105 . 5.0' 914,459 

c 
v- ..- ..- 

2,404 '4.0' 16,744,960 

-- s.. 

..- .-- 

720 5.0' 

-- 

se 

6,270,784 

.e- 

12,367 -;;.O' 
. -- 

86,X7,538 

50 2.0' 174,183 MB -- -- 

27,549,644 1,370 4.0' 9,545,526 

-- -- em 

3,954 4.0' 

-- -- -.. 

682 4.0' 4,751,861 69 4.0' 480,760 

4,797 35,241,855 20,722 151,104.385 

TOTAL IN-PLACE CCAL UNSUITABLE FOR RECOVERY BY STRIP MINING METHODS AFTER ACCOUNTING FOR OVERLAP AMONG CRITERIA. 138 003 341 , , 

*This in-place coal lies under less than 200 feet of overburden and is not considered recoverable with present underground mini:,-: 
technology. However, deeper Ferron Sandstone coals that are potentially recoverable by underground mining techniques are known to 
underlie these strippable areas. 



Steele f?!~tte Al!ct?>nt consists of 74,132 acres with a total livestock a: loca- -:.--..- - ..__. -.----.: ~-'--:----. 
tlon 0t L,LTU CC’tii’s;2 ilLiS. 7’I:;e:.D_ ax nirie ",E'iiTl? L '+tces orazing a total of 731 . 
csttlc. T!;e striF?ablc area cover; acoroximately 13,673 acres or 18 percent 
of the allotment and i;;~olves both prokuctiv2 and non-productive sites, t-e/Ire- . 
seitt-l;g ,z~ jojj 0-f a;;;:~q~;(j;,;;+;~l;l 32i(J b, fill 

C\L, ,s. There ars! two springs an6 two 
reservoirs in the strip?;SIe cr2a that could be disturbed or made unavailable 
for ljvcstock liS2 d:irit;rj the mining acti\Jity. 

Sandy 2 Allotment consists of 45,602. acres with a total livestock allocaticn 
----yw-. of L, ii&~i~~-jtiji~s. OZe permittee grazes 374 cattfe. The strippable area 
covers approximately 315 acres or 1 percent of the allot;nent, representing a 
loss of approximately 10 ALCls. There are several range improvements, includ- 
ing 1/2 mile of fence and a spring, that could bs disturbed by tiining xtivi- 
ties. This allotment is being managed under a- two pasture rest rotation 
system. The area of concern is so small that it would have an insignificant 
impact on the livestock operation. 

Bullfrog AllotmcnJ&,consists of 82,546 acres with a total livestock allocation 
of 3,+!,L active hi?llr~s. There are five permittees grazing a total of 437 cattle 
and 1,075 sheep. The strippable portion, as identified, covers approximately 
10,540 acres or 13 percent of the allotment, representing a loss of approxi- 
mately 265 AU:&. There are several range improvements, including a spring and 
approximately one mile of pipeline used to distribute water to several loca- 
tions, which could be disturbed or made unavilable during the mining activity. 
In addition, this allotment has a two pasture grazing system. The management 
of this area could be changed since the mining area covers approximately l/4 
to l/2 of the north pasture. 

'Based on the preceding data, impacts to the livestock industry in terms of 
lost, AUHs would be low when compared to the economic value of the recoverable 
coal. The economic value of an AL%1 in the planning area has been estimated at 
around $11.00. A total of approximately 785 A&is could be lost for a total 
value of almost $3,700. The amount of co.al estimated to be recoverable could 
easily have a‘ economic value of more than $3 billion. ;This does not include 
the new employment opportunities or the increased tax revenues that would 
benefit local government units. Any impacts from lost,AUMs could be mitigated 
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A more serious impact would result to rangeland resources in tcrins of lost 
plant ccwr, soil erosion, and the pot cntial of the area to be reclaimed. The 
coal study area, 
mining, 

especially those portions identified 'as suitable for strip 
is noted for its t;srsh en,viron;lcnt. The climate of the area is con- 

sidered arid b?cagse of the low annuc?l precipitation (averages approximately 
7-9 inches) and is highly variable. Extended drought periods of three years 
or more are common. The peak precipitation usually occurs during July and 
August as high intensity storms. This is also the period with the highest 
temperature and tk;tl greatest potential for evapotranspiration. The greatest 
limitation to establ.ishment of plant cover is this low precipitation. The 
effects of limited rain in the area are reflected in the minima? development 
of soils to sustain plant gro&h. - 

There are a variety of soils in the area, but the majority of them are cpnsid- 
ered poor (i.e., shale rock outcrops, shallow sandy loam, and shallow silty 
clay) in terms of supporting a vigorous, healthy plant community or attempting 
rehabilitation projects. The potential for establishing vegetation exists if 
problems of limited and infertile' soil, scarce precipitation, high summer 
temperatures, and animal utilization during the early stages can be overcome. 

Some of the areas at the higher elevations (6,000 ft. or above) with good 
soils. ha::e good potential 
seeding on Tarantula Hess. 

for revegetation as shown by the crested wheat 
Forage production has been as high as two acres/- 

AUt4 in moist years to as low a c 29 acres/kWl during dry years. Prior to the 
revegetation, it took approximately 39 acres to produce 1 AUM on Tarentula 
Mesa. Therefore, some of these areas, especially the Sandy 2 and Steele Butte 
Alfotments (north end) could have improved grazing capacities in the long 
term. 

Due to the harsh environment of the region, rehabilitation .work on strip-mined 
lands would have to be accomplished with considerable care and appropriate 
methods. Existing methodology may be inadequate to meet the harsh conditions 
of the area. New methods or information may have to be developed through 
site-specific studies. 

EMRIA Report No. 15, a study,conducted within the boundaries of the coal study 
area to simulate rehabilitation results after strip mining, showed that many 
plants appeared to regress after the second ,and third year of establishment. 
Even with the use of irrigation on the seedlings, the potential for false 
starts is high because of the great variation in precipitation from year to 
year. Therefore, the desired revegetation of an area under natural conditions 
may take from 10 to 20 years. There is evidence from observing the vegetation' 
that natural plant establishment does occur, but ideal conditions to start 
this process are infrequent and the probability of having a follow-up good 
year to insure successful establishment is even more unlikely. 

Accomplishing any effective rehabilitation work in the coal study area will 
require a considerable investment of time.and money. EMRIA Report 15 identi- . 
fies various steps that should be taken to Properly reclaim disturbed areas: 
These. recommendations include the creation of a suitable soil profile for 
F.: 1 ant gro!/th , surface mulching, the reshaping of spoils to original contour, 



NATERSliEC - Soils in the area fount! suitable for strip mining range in char- 
acter fr-cci wck outcrop;; to s;incQ 10x25 to silty clays. These soils have been 
ifJcflt,i fi&j ,rjS i;j;tjQratefy susceptible to wind and water erosion. A EM ccn- 
tj5actcd y{,:tcr' 5 i(lzy of . t;>i,j /-&j;.y t+zuntain coal field conducted by Uintex 
Corporation (see reference listing) identified present sediment yield in the 
Sweetwater drainage area at approxim ately 1,250 to,ns/sq. mile/year. Once coal 
pl-Oii:iCtiO3 bF,GZil, p2i‘:::C.fLbi 1 i tY and infiltration could be negatively impacted 
causii:g increased runoff and sedimentaticn which could exceed 1,410 tons/sq. 
mi lelyear because of the fine sandy loam type soils. Wind action on uncovered 
and unprotected soil could cause a significant increase in airborne dust 
particles and a degradation in air quality. 

Changes in the texture and structure of soils 'in the disturbed areas could be 
expected as the overburden is moved about. The mixing of thin topsoils and 
jolis;er strata \(osld 
ing seed beds. 

probably prodl!ce a stone? and difficult medium fdr prepar- 
Eeneficial microorganisms in the topsoil could be lost when 

the soils are. stockpi led or buried and then redistributed. It would not be 
unreasonable to expect these disturbed soils to lose up to 10 percent of their 
productivity in terms of supporting vegetation. 

Mining operations would bring in large.numbers of workers and their families 
which would put additional stress on the soils in terms of surface disturbing 
activities such as ORV use. New access roads and the construction of perman- 
ent facilities would negatively impact the soils. 

Impacts on the hydrology of the,area'depend on which water source is tapped. 
The major aquifer in the area occurs in the Navajo formation. A study con- 

. ducted by Hood (1979) of the USGS indicated that drawdown near pumped wells 
would be large and the effects of pumping would extend to distances of 20 
miles or more. Hood's study showed that water extracted from the Navajo would 
exceed normal recharge quantities, adversely affecting the discharge at na- 
tural sites for many years. Collapse of parts of the aquifer is also a pos- 
sibility if recharge cannot keep pace with withdrawal. 

If surface sources such as springs and perennial streams are utilized, nega- 
tive impacts would be more noticeable because of the scarcity of water in this 
arid environment. Use of these surface sources in the quantities needed for 
coal mining operations could lead to a reduction of flows in these waters and 
a reduction of associated riparian habitat. Wildlife, livestock, and vegeta- 
tion already struggling to survive in this dry climate (rainfall averages 7-9 
inches a year) could be significantly impacted unless provisions are made. to 
assure an adequate supply for their use., Impacts could be magnified when 
these d.rouqht conditions exist and the health and survival of wildlife and 

.“ livestock hinge on the availability-o.f surface water (streams, springs, creeks, 
etc.) and riparian zones. 

- - - 



Water quality in the short run could be exp&ed to decrease until adequate 
safeguards against surface disturbing activities could be implemented. The 
Uintex study shol;ied that strip mining activities would impact surface drain- 
ages, infiltration rates, hydraulic conductivity of shallow aquifers, erod- 
ibility of soils, vegetation patterns, 
tion of springs. 

ilow and possible relocations or deple- 

To lessen these impactsz road construction shculd be well planned to minimize 
problems of dust, G!dllfe migration, and water degradation. Back fillng and 
rough grading should not be de?ayed beyond the actual time needed for the 
mining activity. The feasibility of creating a suitable soil profile for 
plant growth should be determined. Surface mulching, the reshaping cf s~cils 
to original contour, eater harvesting techniques, the use of "safe sitesi' for 
plant establishment, and the collection and removal of mine wastes (i.e., oil, 
grease, dangerous chemicais, and solid hastes) would all be needed to reduce 
the impacts that could result frcm mining cperations. These concerns should 
be addressed in accordance with the Surface Mining Permit Applications - Mini- 
mum Requirements for Information On Envlronmenial Resources regulations as 
defined in 30 CFR Part 779. ‘ 

WILDLIFE - Through the application of the coal unsuitability criteria, several 
areas have been found unsuitable for surface mining opevations. These areas 
have been determined to be essential for ths survival of various species that 
could not tolerate the type of surface disturbance usually associated with 
strip mining activities. Declaring these areas unsuitable for surface mining 
will have a positive impact on these species and will help maintain adequate 
habitat to sustain their continued existence in the area. 

Although protection has been provided for essential habitat for known Federal 
and State high interest wildlife species (bald eagles and prairie falcon, 
bison, deer, and riparian-dependent species), it is important to realize that 
other essential habitat and high interest species could exist in the coal 
study area. There are insufficient data available to conclude that no other 
essential habitat exists and that surface mining could proceed without concern 
for this potential. Therefore, prior to any surface disturbing mining activi- 
ties and/or developments, an on-site inventory of the area should be conducted 
to assure adequate habitat protection for any additional high interest or 
threatened and endangered species in accordance with 30 CFR' Part 779 and as 
described in the unsuitability'analysis. ; 
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ORV, incl!j:!ing snowmobile use, could be expected to increase significantly 
with a iar:je i'nfldx of coal \/0rkers and their families. f.~io major iqacts 
associated with OW and sno~::mobile use inciude increased habitat disturbance 
and possible bison 2nd deer herd di sp 1 z.cezc;:t. Such disturbance and displace- 
ment, especially during crucial seasons (i.e.., calving and/or fawning, winter 
foraging) could significantlv affect the well-being of these animals. Other 
potential negative wildlife -i'mpacts asscciated with increased human activity 
include: illegal hunting, habitat destruction, littering and contamination of 
water Sources. 

Fossiblc miti<!.eting F:easures tzhich could help reduce these impacts include: 
(1) the use of a full-time wildlife biologist to study and monitor the bison 
habitat; (2) strict enforccz1ent of hunting and ORV restrictions on bison 
habitat; (3) the closing 0f roads where they are no longer needed for admin- 
istrative purnosec;. and (4) the dissemination of information through brc- 
chures, education-I,orkshops, etc., to help make people aware of the need to 
protect th2Sc animals. 

RECREATICN 7 If the suitable strip mining areas are developed, the on-site 
workforcc would generate significant demands for new recreation resources. 
NCW demand for dispersed recreation activities such as ORV use could lead to 
conflicts with wildlife, range, watershed, cultural, and visual resources. 

Impacts to visual resources would' vary depending on location. .Much of the 
suitable strip mine area is in VRt4 Management Classes III and IV. There are 
two exceptions. Approximately 3,000 acres of VRM Class II area is both suit- 
able and strippable north of Factory Butte. Impacts to visual resources would 
be insignificant because this area is not visible from any major travel route. 1 

Another area in' VRM Management Class II that is suitable for surface coal.. 
mining operations is the Pete Steele Butte/Applebrush Bench area containing 
approxbately 3,600 acres. This area would be visible from a travel route 
between Sandy Ranch Junction and the Henry f!ountains. There is no traffic 
counter data available for the area, but recreational sightseeing is estimated 
at under 50 visitor days a year. SOKP of the strip mining operations could be 
mitigated, but it .is doubtful that VW Class II objectives could be met. 

Those areas found' suitable for surface mining operations would not be directly 
visible from the Kotom Road or the Strike Valley/\!aterpocket Fold overlook in 
C'apitol Reef NP. However, 
visible. 

fugitive dust from the operation would probably be 
This dust could be mitigated to some extent by spraying the dis- 

turbed areas with water on a regular basis during the ,mining operation. Oue 

*' to distance involved, noise from mining operations is.unlikely to be a major 
.factor. 

7 
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a. Sll52,r:‘S r>,zL;: Si:r;:$Jg (yn arc!:acolcy~ site being nominated to 
the iIZ+iO2>1 Re,gister'of Historic Places. 

b. F'ortions of tb/o wilderness study areas. 

c. Ir;;;ortant habitat for deer and buffalo. Although the actual 
huntinq activity can, 
blOUiftai ns 

in *fact, take place anywhere on the Henry 
'ihis ha>itat direcfly contributes to as much as 192 

vj sitor dl~ts for buffalo hunting, and 342 visitor days for deer 
hunting per year. 

d. Sxap Iksa and portions of Cave Flat which are directly visible 
from the Strike l/alle~r/!;i~te:~poctct Fold Overlook in adjacent 
Capitol Reef NP and the Burr Trail. Both these locations are 
considered key observation points. 

Impact of Unsuitability Designations8 on the- Socioeconomic Conditions of Llayne 
and Garfield Counties 

The Henry Mountain Planning Area comprises more than 1.9 million acres of 
. public, state and private lands located in the eastern portions of Wayne and 

Garfield Counties. The Planning Area has resource. vaiues relating to ranch- 
ing, mining and recreation activities that are very important to both counties 
in terms of future grol:lth and development. Eoth .counties have rural popula- 
tions which have historically relied on agriculture to provide a way of life. 
This heavy dependence on agriculture is one reason why both counties have a 
low per capita income in relation to other counties within the State of Utah. 
Both Counties have a population density estimated to be 0.6 persons per square 
mile over d total .of 7,706 square miles. Population growth, when <t does 
occur, is very small in terms of absolute numbers. 

. . 
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3,400 
3,660 
4,763 
4 ) 552 
5,253 
4,151 
3,577 
3,157 
3,360 

7.6 
30.3 
-2.6 
13.2 

-30.0 
-13.8 
-11.7 

6.4 

1,x!? 276,749 
1,743 -8.3 373,351 34.9 
2,097 19.9 449,396 20.4 
2,OG7 -1.4 507,847 13.0 
2,394 15.8 550,310 8.6 
2 205 
(728 

-7.9 eg $ 25.2 
-21.6 29.3 

1,483 -14.2 1,059,273 18.9 
1,918 29.3 1,454,630 37.3 

Source: 1979 Utah Statistic21 Abstract, eurcau of Economic and 
Ousiness Research, Unive.rsity of Utah. 

*Preliminary 1920 United States Census of.Utah. . 

Table 7 reflects a general decrease in population for both counties beginning 
in 1940 . This declining tren d continued until the early 1970's. Historic- 
ally, agriculture has been the ma'i'n source of income and employment in both 
counties. .Trends toward urbanization and mechanization during the 1940's and 
1950'5 played a significant part in the declining population. Economic hard- 
ships and better employment opportunities e'lsewhere encouraged a population 
shift from rural to metropolitan areas outside the two counties while improved 
agricultural techniques and equipment increased the output per farm or ranch 
without the need for additional employegs. This movement has also been instru- 
mental in the resulting trend to*t/ards large and more mechanized farm.opera“ -..' * 
tions, replacing the small family operation. 

The lack of well developed wholesale, retail, and service economies in Wayne 
County is probably the result of the local population which is considered too 
small to generate the need for trade and service centers capable of providing 
a full array of services. 

Unemployment rates for Garfield County are exceptionally high in comparison to '. 
Wayne County and Utah in general as shown in Table 3. Continuing high rates 
only lead to further migrations out of th e county for those age groups that 
make up the work force. Myne County, on the other hand, appears to have a 
low unemployment rate indicating that, even though economic conditions are not 
the best in terms of a diversified and growing economy, out-migration and 
employment opportunities have balanced each other. As populations began to 
increase in the early 1970's, unemployment rates in both counties rose above 
the.state average. These higher rates were probably the result of early 
energy-related resource development projects that were not successful. 

r' ; 
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__________ ----- . ..__ -._-- --.._. -._------_--.__--. .-___ 

Total C ivi 1 i an 
t\vc r“!!jtl 

Unc:~:~~loyccl 
Nori* Force Persons. -____I___---_--__-__-____ 

G;l-field la;53 1,X3 12G 
1970 1,073 

-1978 1,750 

- 

Uncmployccnt 
Rate (Pfrcent ) - --__ 

\Gay n c ifj<.3 650 
1970 573 
1978 1,020 

. . 

70 

ii 

1.5 

20" 

state is50 
1670 

256,300 14,000 5.5 
414,200 25,200 6.1 

1973 587,8?0 27,000 4.6 

Source: 1976 and 1979 Utah Statistical Abstract, Bureau of Economic 
and BC:siness Research, University of Utah. Fayne and Gar- 
field Econ,o:;;ic Profile, Eureau of Economic and business 
Research, C:liversity of Utah. 
1980 Ststisticsl Review of Government in Utah, Utah 
foundation. 

Total personal income for both counties has increased dramatically over the 
past 20 years. However, most of this increase is a result of (nflatcd dollars 
as shown in Table 9. When the total personal income for each county is ad- 
justed using the appropriate cost of living index, adjljsted personal income 
shows a small increase for both counties. !llining activities have provided the 
greatest increase in personal -income in Garfie-ld County. The service, manu- 
facturing, trade and government sectors are the other major sources of per- 

.sonal income in the counties. 

Employment in Garfield County has taken a new direction over the bast 20 years 
(See Table 10). In 1950, agriculture provided almost 38 percent of the jobs 
in the county. By 1977, this number had been reduced to 10 percent, indicat- 
ing tha effect modern agricultural technology has had on employment in the 
farming industry. Construction, trade, and service industries also played a 
large role in employment within the county in'l950. Eut by 1977, the govern- 
ment, manufacturing, and service industries provided for more than 50,percent 
of the employment in Garfield County. This shift from heavy reliance on 
agricultural employment to other industries will help provide a diversified 
economic base resulting in a greater need for manpower resources. This is 
shown by the more than 40-percent increase in total employment since 1950. 

Agricultural employment in Wayne County continues to provide a significant 
number of jobs in comparison to the other industry groups. Almost 59 percent 
of the total employ merit in 1950 wa-s generated by the agricultural sector. 
Even though this percentage has decreased over the years, agriculture con- 
tinued to provide over 20 percent of the total employment in the county for 

- 
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TABLE 9 

Distribution of Personal‘Income by Source ($1000's) 

Income Source . 
Garfield County 

1970 
Wayne 

1978 
County State of Utah 

1974 1970 1974 1978 1370 1974 1978 

Farm 
Non-Farm' 

Mining 
Contract Construction 
knufacturing 
Trans. & Public Utilities 
Wholesale/Retail Trade 
Finance, Ins., Real Estate 
Services and Hisc. 
Government 

Residetit Adjustment 
Property Income 
Transfer.Payments 
Less: Personal Contributions for 

Social Insurance 

Total Personal Income (Real) 

, (AdjGsted)* 

* Per Capita income (Real) 
in dollars (Adjusted)* 

$ . 347 
5.883 
-W 
360 

IFI] 
684 
(b) 
946 

2,1G8 

-240 
839 

1,191 

287 

$ 7,733 
6,649 

$ 2,450 $ ;,;;; '$ 5,234 $2,198 
'2,106 

$3,360 $y& $ 3,247 $ 4,463 $ 6,546 
, 2,678 1,890 2,275 , 2,792 3,022 3,350 

$ 782 
8,008 

'% 
1,453 

657 
981 
0)) 

1,108 
2,838 

$ 1,398 $ 445 $ 595 $1,106 $ 77,511 $ 
14,143 

94,567 $ 134,911 
1,737 2,769 6,428 2,701,440 

2,213 (b) 
4,151,707 6,867,637 

(b) lb) 127,666 191,257 
702 

I$ 

358,896 
358 525 155,756 603,532 

2,516 
323,809 

91 187 
(b) 

454,673 719,904 
(b) 

l,l&D,669 
115 149 . 

1,311 
226,077 359,867 605,633. 

259 443 489 
(b) 

477,303 763,299 
(b) 

7,230,732 
(b) (b) 

1,912 
117,276 185,940 339,563 

132 294 
4,196 

368,297 578,363 1,010,864 
1,423 2,16G 768,265 1,,020,798 1,509,147 . 

-311 -589 130 195 -306 
1,489 2,267 

3,197 
548 

2,148 3,208 
965 1,318 467,889 

2,050 3,517 
638,485 935 470 

. 484 1,020 1,587. 323,352. .609,940 1,020;907 
. 

462 - 847 84 167. 393 133,605 235,084 400,627 

$l;,;%; $19,889 $3,260 $5,377 
';,;;; , 

$ 
10,178 g,;;;,;;", 9 J , 

$5,261,763 
2,803 

$8,621,506 
, 3,640' 3,562,466 4;412,234 

S,ource: 1976 Utah Statistical Abstract, Bureau of Economic and Business Research, University of Utah and Regional Economic 
Information System, Bureau of Economic Analysis. 

(b)Data noi, shown to avoid disclosure, but included in totals. 

*Adjusted for Inflation: 1967 = 100, 1970 = 116.3, 1974 = 147.7, 1978 = 195.4. 
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.:TABLE 10 

Labor Market Data By County 

Industry Group 
. Garfield 

1950 1960 1970" 1.977** 1950 
Wayne 

1960 1970% 1.977"" 

A. Total Civilian Work Force 

8. Total Non-Agricultural Employment 
Mi ni fw 

. 
: Contrsct Construction 

Manufacturing 
Trans. & Public Utilities 
\lholesale/Rctail Trade 
Finance, Ins., Real Estate 
Services & Misc. 

. . . Government 
Industry Not Reported 

C. Agricultural Employment 

1,263 1,400' 1,073 1,773 653 501 

818 1,305 

12 :5 

943 

1:; 
182 

2;: 

2;; 
96 
11 

-1 63 250 
40 70 

146 180 

2;; 3:: * 
72 375 

- . 155 

476 242 '153 173 384 189 

537 880 

360 

6; 
29 

ii 

1:; 
49 
0 

158 

625 

zz . 
30 

5: 
@' 

30 
215 

2 

192 
. 

Source: Kayne and.Garfield ko'nomic Profile, Bureau of Econoniic and Business Research, 
University of Utah. . 

4 

@Data withheld to avoid disclosure, but included in total. 

51970 Census of Population, Utah,' February, 1972. ' 

**UTAH: County Economic Facts 1978 Edition,' Utah Induitrial Development Information Systems. 
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l!"IITFn STATES 

OEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 

BUREAUOF LAND MANAGEMENT 

1 Objective Number 

ISS!'F , -- --...- 

Past fora[:<! allccations do not reflect current needs on the rangeland resource. 
Prr!Gcr u[1;2 of the ra;:o.I'l;:nd forage has not been made and this has resulted in 
overutilization on pc!rticiis of most allotments. Competition between livestock 
a114 wildi:':@ has becc!:e more evident and wild burros, now protected by the "Wild 
t;oyse a:,cj Curto Act of 3$71", must also be considered. The forage allocation 
nrr r-c- = rsts6, place al? r:-azing ani??ls on an equal basis for immediate alloca- 
cion-ic? insure the existence of these animals and yet allow for proper utiliza- 
tion of the rangeland resources. Land treatment projects should be implemented 
on p::hlic lands to increase the productivity and allow for improved grazing use. 

?- . IL; - . . : ,. c - 2 ! ,j!l,L<. / n G’f i:::~we r~;;,~f:l.~nd cq:-.:iit,jt~fis, to imp?eizent gra.2in.g mana,;cment use 
~<z;v-~ls tk::;t d.s.25 not e>:.,--::,:;d ';$e c;,::~,;ci+?,y of the r-f>_ c oeland to support the alloca- 
tion of forage to livestock and big game on 22 allotments and five unallotted 
aryc;~s tc;-&] {;I; 7,,7$.?,,!2.3 aclys of zL!.jt rip, 2nd CLARA ignds. Presently, approxi- 
mately 25 percent of the area is improving, approximately 53 percent is stable, 
FF,~ approyiv?tely 18 percent is declining (see Table 3-3 in the Henry ESountain 
Grazing EIS for acreage data). 

The Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 1976 establishes the fact that a 
balance be achieved, as much as possible in the use of public lands. The Act 
states in part that: Public lands wiil be managed in a manner that will protect 
the quality of scientific, scenic, historical, ecological, environmental, air 
and atmosphere, water resource, and archaeological values; that will provide 
food and habitat for fish and wildlife and domestic animals; and which recog- 
nizes the. nation's need for domestic sources of minerals, food, timber, and 
fiber from the public lands. 

The Grazing Management Policy of the BLM.also establishes goals and objectives 
forrangeland resources: 

1. Livestock are to be grazed on public rangelands under the guiding prin- 
ciples of multiple use and sustained yield; 

2. Rangeland resources are to be improved by making and implementing equitable 
and supportable decisions about land-use, resource management, and grazing 
authorization in a timely fashion and through'the resource management 
planning process; 

3. Conduct monitoring studies and soil and vegetation inventories necessary to 
provide data in establishing resource use levels; 

4. .Increase and encourage cooperation, consultation,. and coordination with 
rangeland users and intermingled landowners as part of the land-use and 
grazing management decisions-making process; 



, 
IrCTI'JITY @KJECTIVE CONTlRiFD: 

5. Letermine the appropriate number of livestock and seasons of use based on 
the best available information. Authorize livestock use according to 
studies and other information available. 

6. Initiate rangeland improvements:that are cost effective and will help 
iqrovc the condition of the lands for grazing of livestock, wildlife, and 
wild horse/burros, and watershed improvement. 

7. Monitor rangelands to help in determining the effectiveness of management 
actions in achieving resource management objectives. 



Provide rangelands and forage for existing numbers of wild burros. 

Provide rangelands and forage for current numbers of deer and antelope; allot 
to bijriiarn shzcg rangelands and forage for which there is no competition with 
1 ivestock, 

Provide no forage for bison and rcr~ve the:? from the range. 

Deti;j 1 e:j rcco;:!:;endations by al 1 ot::l~n: t~j '-' 
each allotment. 

JI ra-tion$le have been prcpar2-d for 
These are ;Ivailabie in the 1982 URA 3 and 4 and will be used 

as guides in preparing Allotment Sanagerflent' Plans. 

RATIOIIALE ----- 

Liv.estock woul.d be given priority .in forage us&. Levels of use would be adjusted 
to estirnat%l grazing capacity, based on the recent soil-vegetation inventory and 
ongoing monitoring studies. Grazing capacities would be firmed up over time 
with monitoring studies (including records of actual use). 

Recommendations given on an allotment dasis in Table 1 have been made to meet 
the needs in management unique to each al.lotment. These recommendations have, 
however, several management objectives in common. These are to: 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

Establish proper levels of stocking based on the long-term grazing capacity 
of the range. 

Establish proper periods of use based on the physiological needs of key 
forage species. 

Obtain proper distribution of use in order to obtain optimum livestock 
production without overgrazing key areas. 

Establish grazing systems,.where practicable, to provide rest for key 
forage plants and key areas thus compensating for any lack of uniformity in 
the use of these forage plants and area. 

Develop each allotment through land treatment and the installation of 
. management facilities such that the full long-term potential of the range 

to produce livestock may be realized in keeping,with majntaining the basic 
soil and vegetative resource. . 



TABLE 1 

MFP I: Manage for Optimuin Livestock Production 

-LOTMENTS 

Bighorn 
&es>-to_ck -L?ison Mule Deer 

Alternative 
--~ Burros 

Al tetwtlve Altcrn~?~ve 
An&l= --- 

Altcrndtive 
Sheep 

Alternative Alternative 
Kind of Grazing Period of Use Grazing .Grazing Grazing Grazing 

Livestock Use (AUkIs) Current Proposed Use (AUMs) Use (AUMs) Use (AWis) Use (AIJMs) 
Grazing 

Use (AUMS) 

0 34 0 0 0 Cattle 2,756 9/l-5/31 No change 100 Blue Bench 
(Category I) 

101 Bullfroga Cattle 2,192 
(Category M) Sheep 1,302 

102 Burr Point Cattle 2,957 
(Category M) Sheep 919 

SO0 Cathedralc 
(Category C) 

Cattle 2,366 
B 1,871 
P 495 

9/l-5/31 No change 
10/l-5/5 No change 

10/l-5/31 No change 

103 Cedar Point 
(Category I) 

Cattle 1,334 9/l-5/3 9/l-4/30 

704 Crescent Creek 
(Category I) 

Cattle 205 6/l-9/15 5/l-9/15 0 81 - 0 0 0 

107 "wksville Cattle 6,348 9/l-5/31 No change 
!teqory M) Sheep 4,331 lO;l-S/31 No change 

603 HartnetC 
(Category C) 

Cattle 2,884 
B 967 
P 1,917 

11/l-6/15 No change 0 103 -0 0 0 

108 Nasty Flat 
(Category I) 

Cattle 958 6/l-9/30 No change 

610 North Bench 
(Category M) 

Cattle 306 9/l-3/31 9/l-6/30 

19 Pennell Cattle 2,411 6/l-10/31 No change 
(Category I) Sheep 1,228 6/l-10/31 No change 

10/l-5/31 No change 
10/l-5/31 No change 

0 62 0 0 0 

0 29 e 
(35)b 

18 0 0 

0 121 0 0 0 

a 55 19 0 0 

Cl 44 19 0 0 

0 204 0 0 0 

. 
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ALLOTMENTS 

lilynor” 
Livestock Bison Mule Deer 

kltirrlati~c------ 
Antelope Sheep Eurros 

Alternative Alternative Alternative Alternative Alternative 
Kind of Grazing Period of Use Grazing Grazing Grazing Grazing Grazing 

Livestock Use (AUMs) Current Proposed tisc (AuMs) Use (AUMS) - Use (AuMs) Use (AUMs) Use (AUMs) 

0900 Robbers Roosta Cattle 
(Category M) 

6,902 3/l-2/28 No change 0 392 31 

0110 Rockiesa Cattle 3,725 
(Category I) Sheep 2,655 

0111 Sandy 1' Cattle 
(Category I) 

F 
Sheep 

-12 Sandy 2 Cattle 
(Category I) 

0113 Sandy 3' Cattle 
(Category C) 

F 

01;" Sawmill Basin Cattle 
: 'Category I) 

9?C2 Sewing Machined Cattle 
(Category M) . 

3115 Steele Butte Cattle 
(Category I) 

16 Trachyte Cattle 
(Category I) Sheep 

'I117 Waterpocketa7c Cattle 
[Category C) B 

P 
Sheep 

B 
P 

1613 Wild Horse Cattle 
(Category M) 

.wcctw,~terc 

10/l-5/31 No change 0 0 
10/l-5/31 No change 

22 100 

16d 0 

938 
656 
282 
210 

10/l-4/15 No change 0 33 0 

10/l-4/15 No 'change 

0 0 

885 10/16-4/15 No change 0 29 0 0 0 

981 
301 
680 

153 

10/16-4/15 No change 0 12 0 

7/16-8131 No change 0 95 0 

0 0 

0' '0 

2,681 

2,022 

1,066 
1,453 

3,090 
2,?26 

1 64 
771 
753 

18 

1,495 

,?'>,I71 c 
::,'I'::: C 

l.!.::!rl ,S 
I!! s 

11/l-4/15 No change 0 157 0 

10/:6-5/31 No change 0 110 0 

925d 0 

0 0 

g/1-5/31 No change 0 59 0 
10/l-5/5 No change 

17d 0 

10/l-5/31 10/l-4/15 0 31 0 0 0 , 

10/l-5/31 10/l-4/15 

12/l-6/30 9/l-6/3(! 0 128 0 

. 

0 0 

9:Xl 100 
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,1LLOTMENTS -- 

-___-_ ---I_-_--- __-. 
Bighorn 

Livestock P,i:,in Mule Deer Sh!!W Burros --__--_ ---- - -_ ___ AnteloJX? ______ _. 
Alternative Alter~t~ ve----3?tc%-t-&e Alternative 

3&---y 
Altert%t.ive Alternative. 

Kind of 
E;ll;hs, 

Period of Use Grazing Grazing Grazing Grazing ------_-- Grazing 
Livestock Current Pro ,oscd Use (AUMS) ------ Use &gMs) Use (AUMs) Use (AuM~) Use (AU!%) 

Unallotted Areas 

Dry Lakes 
(Category M) 

Cattle 83 None 

-. . 
- ,I;?t T;-;fi a Ca<;l!e ! ,332 2x2 
(Category M) 

Little Rockiesa Cattle 85 None 
(Category M) 

'Iorth Caineville No Livestock grazing None 
Mesa (Category M) 

Zouth Caineville No Livestock.grazing None 
Mesa (Category M) 

Subtotal 1,500 

-AL 

g/15-3/30 0 112 0 548 0 

None 0 8 0 0 0 

None 0 12 0 0 0 

0 355 0 1,356 0 

0 .2,323 87 2,336 100 
(2,337) 

'Includes both BLM and NRA lands. 

3J '-s in ( ) indicate current wildlife use. Number above is the amount of forage available for wildlife with alternative grazing use proposed. 
- ',. 
-These allotments have both BLM and Nationa! Park Lands. 8 = BLM AUF% and P = National Park AUMs. 

'Domestic and bighorn sheep compatibility conflict in these allotments. 

'BLM and National Park total AUMs. The 18 sheep AUMs would not be allocated oecause sheep use has been excluded from Capitol Reef National Park since 
1476 as stipulated in the Waterpocket Aliotment Agreement and Xznagemen: FTan. 
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___________--_ ---___---.-l-^-.------------- .-.--. -- --.-_ ---_------.-----_- ----._____I__ ____ 

Allotment and Grazing System Land 'Irea Lmorts 
=~~=:i=ii-=~;.a;ET-l::-i- Ti=:=z.-cF?5x- _--- ---.----- AImi ni ; lrtitivi- Nwds ad R,~ngeltind DCvClop;wnts -----------~--h~~~~~~~-~_--~~~.-~~iLli:.,i~.i_l:.ii5::li~:~i::ii~~Ii-:Zliii~.i.:.~:~~:i~~~5_i- ==.= - ___==--_= 

Blue Ucnch - ______ ---- 
Contlnue/revi,se existing system. 

Bullfrocf L 
~oXGiui/revise existing system. 

tlurr Point - -- 
iZoiZnue/revise existing system. 

Cathedral - 
Implement grazing system. 

Cedar Point - 
i%Z~ason-long 

.cent Creek - 
c,.,tinue/reviZe grazing system. 

Hanksville - __...-. -- ---- . 
Implement Grazing system. 

Hartnct - -. -- -,--- 
Continue/revise existing system. 

._.-. - _ . . __ ___ _ _-. _ -_.__ . . . ..- . _ . 
_.. 

\ . 

I 

None 

Apply vegetation manipulatiun on 
potential treatment area, 2,000 
acres, to +incredse carrying capacity 
by 250 AUMs. 

None. 

None. 

Apply vegetation manipulation on 
potential tteati:lent area, 1,iOO 
acres, increase carrying capacity 
by 150 Ad:%. incersced i,iS acres 
of existing gr>:s seeding.sit': forbs 
(alfalfa, clovers, etc.) i6 increase 
carrying capacity by 160 AU&. 

None . 

None. 

None. 

1. 

2. 
3. 

:: 

ii: 
5. 

1. 

:: 
4. 

65: 

1. 

;: 

:: 

:: 
5. 

1. 

i: 
4. 

1. 
2. 
3. 

i: 
6. 
7. 

1. 

2. 

1. 
2. 

1. 

2. 

3. 

Adjust dllotmcnt boundary to accomoaate new Sweetwater AT;oLi, 
valving approximately 27,445 acres and 436 AUMs. 

.Rcconstruct four reservoirs. 
Implcmrnt F 

Construct two reservoirs. 

Construct pipeline extension (approximately 12 miles). 
Develop two springs. 
Construct one reservoir. 
Reconstruct four reservoirs. 
Troughs at four locations. 

Construct 1 pipeline (approximately 10 miles). 
Develop one spring. 
Construct three reservoirs. 
Reconstruct two reservoirs. 
Develop two wells. 
Troughs in four locations. 

Cpnstruct two reservoirs. 
Reconstruct four reservoirs. 
Adjust allotment boundary with North Bench, 

Develop two springs. 
Develop two horizontal wells. 
Construct five reservoirs. 
Reconstruct-t>jo reservoirs. 
Troughs in four locations. 

Redevelop one spring. 
Construct pipeiine extension (approximately 1.0 mile). 
Boundary fence - 3 miles. 
Trotigh in one location. 

kvelop one spring. 
kvelop two wells. 
Crt:,s trurt I rj :'e rr;e rvoi rs 
h?,onstruct three reservoirs. 
Coni truct fence (approximately 10 miles). 
Construct pipeline (1 mile). 
Trt)ughs at four locations. 

Adjust allotment boundary to acconieodate new Fremont River All 
involving approximately 1.121 acres and 53 AUMs. Implement FY 
licc~nstr'uct four rcscrvoirs. 

Ctsnr. Lruct pip~linc extension (approximately 1.0 mile). 
Trt0ugtts at Onr: loc.ttion. --. 

, 4 



Pennell - -.- - .-- - 
continue existing system 

Robbers Roost - -------I- 
Implement grdzing system. 

Rockies - 
iontie existing system. 

Sandy I1 
Continue season-long. 

c :2 - -i 
iu:.,~iiE existing system. 

jdndy $3 - 
Z-----'-- 
;ontinue season-long. 

Sashmill &sin - --I-.---- 
Implement grazing system. 

Sering Machine - 
;l"pltl~nt grazing system. 

Steele lrrrtte - _ . . . . . _ . . . 
lmy1w~nt grazing system. 

I 

Apply vegetation manipulation on 
potential tredtment JI‘CJ~, 4.700 
acres, to incredsc cdrrying cdpdcity 
by 675 AL&Is. IntcrLeed 1 400 acres 1 
of existing Coyote bench burn grass 
seeding with furbs (Jlfdlfd, clovers, 
etc.) to increase cdrrying capacity 
by 200 AU&.. 

None. 

Apply vegetation manipulation on 
potential treatment areas, 4,400 
acres, to increase carrying capacity 
by 300 AUMs. 

None. 

Apply vegetation manipulation on 
potential treatment areas, 1,230 
acres, to increase carrying capacity 
by 150 ,AJ&. 

Apply vegetation manipulation on 
p'::Lr,:igj ?"<tat:.:.:;,; ;:‘.~3~, 750 
3crf;s to inrredse iirryi:!J cJ&j.:ity 

-by II0 ASkIs. Interseed 500 acres of 
existing grJss seedings with forbs 
(jlf6lfd. cluvers, etc.) to incrc;lse 
carrying capacity 40 AU%. 

None. 

1. 

2. 
3. 
4. 

ii- 
7: 

:: 

:: 
3. 
4. 
5. 
6. 

2 

1. 

2. 

3. 
4. 

Z: 

:: 
3. 
4. 

:: 

:: 
3. 

Adjust allotment bound.iry to include approximately 80 acres at 
Turn of I%~llfrrq (trdn:.fcr from Steele butte to Pennell). 
Develq~ three sprinys. 
Cnnstruct one reservoir. 
Construct fence (dpproxim,ltely 1 mile). 
Construct pipeline extension (apprnximately 1 mile). 
bounddry fence - see Crescent Creek Allotment. 
Troughs at four locations, 

Construct seven reservoirs. 
Reconstruct two reservoirs. 

Reaevelop one spring. 
Develop two springs. 
Develop two wells. 
Construct three reservoirs. 
Reconstruct eight reservoirs. 
Construct fence (approximately 1 mile). 
Construct pipeline (approximately 6 miles) 
Troughs - ten iocations. 

Adjust allotment boundary to accommodate new Sweetwater Allotme 
involving approximately 3.565 acres and 0 AJMs. Implement FY‘I 
kdjujt allotnznt boun@aries to accomoaate neti Frennnt Ziver All 
involving approximately 1,430 acres and 9i AUMs. Implement FY 
Construct four reservoirs. 
Reconstruct three reservoirs. 
Consiruct fence (apprnxinlately 2 miles). 
Construct one cattleguara. 

Develop one spring. 
Cunstruct three reservoirs. 
Reconstruct two reservoirs. 
Tro~gns at one location. 

Reconstruct three reservoirs. 
Construct one trail corral. . 

Reaevelop one spring. 
Cnn.;t:uct one res2rv:,ir. 
Trotigns at one location. 

:: 
Construct three reservoirs. 
Rectrnitruct ten reservoirs. 

3. D~:vt.l:q r?l;e nc'w spring. 

1. Dcv~l~p we new spring. - 
2. Cn!,::!.!'uc.t T;cvg:n reservoirs. 
3. !?I:~ ~.VII~ trui t LI~C 'reservoir. 

. 

. 



, 

a’ . . 

MFI’I - 7Al:Lt 3 (Concluacd) _ _ .- _ __ . . . ..-.-- 
------ ---- - - - - - -- _____.-.__.___ .- _----__-_-- ------_I_____I__ _---e-s _I_ __I____._I_ _ _______ - ---_ - ___._---- - 
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irachyte - 
ZXirlue season-lony grazing Apply vegctdtion manipulation on 

potentid tredtmcnt areds 600 
dcres, to increase carrying capdcity 
by 75 AIJMs. 

:: 

:: 
5. 

:: 
3. 
4. 

1. 

1. 

1. 

1. 

1; 
2. 

Construct five reservoirs. 
lUon;truct two reservoir;. 
Construct one pipeline (approximately 5.O'miles). 
Troughs rlt two locations. 
Construct one cattlrguaro. 

Watergocket - _--- 
i57Gnue/revise existing system. 

Wild Horse - 
Continue existing system. 

Sweetwater - ----_I - 
Implement grazing system. 

Fremont River - 
liiiflGGEj%ing system. 

Dr-y Lakes - 
Implement management system 

Flint Trail - 
-malotted). 

( :le Rockies - 
.:t! (unallotted). 

Korth Caineville Mesa - 
--lotted). 

South Caineville 14esa - -_-- 
None~~7;iiinai~~-~e~tock grazing) 

None. 

None. 

None. 

Apply vegetation manipulation on 
potential treatment areas, 1.300 
acres, to ttcre3se carrying capacity 
by 160 AUMs. 

None 

None 

None, . 

Nune I 

. 

Redevelop one spring. 
Construct six reservoirs. 
Reconstruct three reservoirs. 
Troughs at one location. . 

Formally consolioate the Wild Horse Allotment with the North 
Bench Allotment. 

Establish new allotment in FY 1983. 

Establish new allotment in FY 1983. 

Use it in conjunction with Sawmill Basin. 

Construct two reservoirs. 
Reconstruct two reservoirs. 

-- 
--c_p--.. 

. 

. 

, 

. 

1 

, 
.Y 

’ . 



RECOMlrlENDATlON-ANALYSIS-O~CISION CONTINUED: 

6. Provide forage use on BL?l and NRA lands as follows: 
AU‘% --- 

Livestock 59,513 
Bison '0 
Deer 2,323 
Antelope 87 
G i gho i‘n sheej) ?,32.3 

Burros . 100 

7. Provide forage, in the long term, on each allotment sufficient to meet or 
exceed active livestock preference with amounts in excess of these needs 
for big gai?? animals. I . 

!lFP I, Table 2 shows the calculat@d potential o-f each allotment for increased 
grazing capacity: (1) from natural r esponse to improved grazing management 
only and, (2) in response to land treativents and rangeland developments. 

' For the resource area, a total of 3,6I6 AWls additional forage may be realized 
from natural potential and 2,975 AU:js from land treatments. 

The potential from land treatments is based on 
vegetation, and suitability for grazing. 

Procedures for estimating the natural and land 
increased AUPls is given the 1982 URA 3 and 4. 
were retained with allotment files. 

The full potential of each allotment, present, 
long term (20 or more years) is shown in Table 

The basis for estimating the natural potential through grazing management is 
referenced to the ecological potential of the various range sites. 

soils, climatic records, natural 

treatment potentials in terms of 
Basic data'used and calculations 

short term (within 5 years), and 
11 of the 1982 URA 3 and 4. 

N I C Categories 

Grazing allotments were grouped into three categories based on ecological condi- 
tion and trend, potential for improvement, resource use conflicts, positive 
return on investments, and effectiveness of present management: 

., 
l ” 

* 
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HFP I - . ..dbE 2 . 

Potential Additional AUHs With Grazing Hanagement and Proposed Land Treatmsnts 
and Rangeland Improvements . 

. . 

Grazing Manaqementa 
Potential Land Treatmentsb 

. Additional 
Rangeland OeveloEents 

Additional Sprinqs Reservoirs 
&l-1ctrents 

PipeliXE?Z$!s Vertical t!oriiontal Fences Cd.' 
Grazinq Systems 

-- 
AUMs Acres AUMs Redev. New Recon. New' (miles) Locations knells Yells Corral ( Flii?S ) Cb‘I.3 

811.e Zench Continue/revise 50 
@ullfrog Continue/revise 250 
eYrr Point Continue/revise -- 
Catt.ed-a: Iaplexent 303 
Cel3r Point Continue season-long -- 

Crescerrt Creek Continue/revise -- 

'Hanksville Implement 
tiartnct Continue/revise 
hasty Flat Implenent 
h 3 r t ?. Ber.ch Continue 
Pe>-ell Cdntinue 

Rotixr 5 Roost 
PccLies 

Implement 
Continue 
Continue season-long 
Continue 
Continue season-long 
Implement 

S'e.ing I'xhine Implement 
Steel2 eJ:te Implement 
Tra:?yte Ccntinue season-long 
Ua:ers3cket Continue/revise 
Wiid Herse Continue 

Interseeding 
Other Land Treatments 

i--11:z!ted Areas -- 

3ry Lakes Implement 
F!ict.lrsil d 
Little Pxties 
h3rtn Caine- No grazing 

vi?le ,"esa 
South Caine- No grazing 

ville Hess 

-- 
-- 
-- 
-- 

1,300e 
0 
0 
0 

160e 

0" 
0 

-- 0 0 

. Tctal Big Game -v 4.300e 560e 
Total Livestock 3,616 20,000 2.415 
G!:t.3 T!JlAl. 3.616 24,300 2.975 
no. of Allotments 17 10 10 

922 
2 

31 

:: 

384 
427 

a5 
35 
-- 
-- 

24 

7::: 
169 

32 

2,OOoo 

: 

IJO! 
l,lOOC'e 

0 

1.20: 
0 

4,700 
1,400C*e 

0 
4.400 

0 
1,250 

0 
750 
500Cbe 

0 
4,000 

600 
0 
0 

3,000C'e 
20,000 

0 -- 
250 -- 

; -- -- 
0 -- 

150 
160Cse 

1 

0 -- 
0 -- 

225 -- 
0 -- 

675 -- 
200C'e 

0 -- 
300 1 

0 se 
150 -- 

0 -- 

110 -- 
40c.e 

Q -- 

480 -- 
75 -- 
8 *- 1 

400c90 
2,415‘ 

es 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

3 
3 

-- 
2 
1 

se 
2 

-- 

1 
-- 
em 
-- 

3 

s- 

2 
-- 

1 
-- 

1 

1 
1 

-- 
a- 
-- 

-- 
-- 
es 
em 

-- 

15 
10 

3 
4 

-- 

3 
-- 

2 
a 
3 
2 
3 

-- 

10 

: 
3 

--. 

62 
18 

-- 
12 
10 
-- 
m.. 

1 

1 
.-- 

1 
-- 
1 

-- 
6 

-- 
-- 
-- 
-- 

-- 
..- 

5 
me 
-- 

*- 
-- 
-- 

-a 

37 
8 

-- 

: 
-- 

4 
1 

4 
-- 

1 
-- 

4 

-- 

10 
-.. 
1' 

-- 
1 

-s. 
1 
2 
1 

se 

-e 
-- 
-- 
-- 

em 

38 . 
13 

-- 
-- 

2 
^- 
-.. 
-- 

2 
-- 
-- 
-- 
-- 

-- 

2 
-- 
-- 
-- 
_" 

-- 
-.. 
-- 
-- 
-- 

-- 
..- 
se 
em 

-- 

6 
3 

-- 
__ 
-- 
..s 

2 
-- 

-- 
i, 
mm 
-- 
-- 

-- 
-- 
-- 
-- 
-- 
LW 

. . 
SW 
-- 
we 
-- 

-- 
-- 
-- 
-- 

-- 

2 
1 

-- 
-w 
-- 
-- 
-- 
-- 

-- 
-- 
-v 
^- 
we 

-- 
_^ 
__ 
-- 

1 
-- 

-- 
-- 
-- 
-- 
-- 

-- 
-- 
-- 
..m 

-- 

1 
1 

-- -w 
-_ -_ 
__ -- 
-- -- 
_- -- 

3 -- 

10 -- , 
-- -- 

. 
-- -- 

-- -- 

1 .-- 

-- -- 
-- -- 
-- 1. 
-w -- 
-- -- 

-- -- 

17 2 
5 2 

~ ~~~ - ~~~. 
a?rcpcsals include: Continue (or Continue with mindr revisfons present grazing system; 

gra2:r.g; and No Grazrnqivestock. 
Implement a new grazing system; Implement or Continue Season-Long 

Potential additional AUMs for livestock from grazing management only (long term 20+ years). A-indicates inability 
to letermine &?I potential from data given. 

5 
Prc~sed land treatments include chafn and seed, plow and seed, contour and seed, burn and seed. spray, burn only, seed only, and interseed with forbs. 
Potr;tidl may be,realired within short term (5-years). 

'Interseeding only with forbs and/or browse, as needed. 

dFlint Trail Is not scheduled for livestock grazing but may be used on's temporary as needed basfs till; other ellotmsnts art being' 
rehabilitated or gnder sn emergency situation. 

eAllocate to big game. * 

: 



RCCOMklENOATlON-ANALYSIS-DECISION CON'iINUED: 

. 

rl n 

(Mntain) I--..------- . p&"O > ------. (Custodial) - 

Bullfroy 
Burr Point 
Hc!!lksvi! lc 

Rorth Bench 

2obbc I’s ,r;oi;s t 
Sewing Vachine . 
Wild Horse 

&allottwl Areas) . 

3ry Lake 
Flint Trail 
Little Rockies . 
North Caineville Yesa 
South Caincville Xesa 

idasty Flat . Cathedral 
Pennell Hartnet 
Sandy 2 
SakJsill Basin 

Sandy 3 
Waterpocket 

Crescent Creek 
Steele 3utte . 
Rockies . 
Trachyte 
-Cedar ?oint _ 
Sandy I. 
Blue Bench 

,Allotments'are in order of priority ‘for *implementation of rangeland improvements, 
subject to the availability of funds. 

These categories and objectives are: 
a 

Categp_ryJ (i4aintain): ----" No sp2cial management needs noted - allotments are 
Unsatisfactory condition and no major-conflicts are evident. Permittees 
will be encou'raged to invest in rangeland improvement projects which,would 
enhance their use of the allotment. 

Category I (Improve): This category will receive first priority for range- 
land improvements as' funding becomes available.- Special management actions 
are needed - major resource conflicts and/or other grazing problems exist, 
but allotments have potential for improved productivity and positive return 
o'n investments. Permittees will be encouraged to invest in rangeland 
improvement projects which would enhance their use of the allotments. 

Category C (Custodial): No special management actions feasible - allot- 
ments.have no or limited improvement or investment potential. Present 
management appears satisfactory or is the only logical practice under 
existing resource conditions. Permittees will be encouraged to invest in 
rangeland improvement projects which would enhance their use of the allot- 
ment. 

Allotments placed under one of the above categories can be shifted to another 
category if survey data, monitoring, public.,cornment, or other pertinentfacts 
warrant the change. . - 

. 



FifCOMMEI;U~~TI@N-ANALYSIS-DECISION CONTINUEO: 
- .-.------.. 

SUPW?T rlEEnS ‘LA.--- -.-- 

Administrative and other Ra'ngeland devqelopnents are listed along with land 
tr%t::g.nt for ecich allot:~nt in QFP. I Table 2 and in summary form in flFP 1. 
!.lFP I , Ta+ lle 3 details ti:e support needs. 

MCI?T!?LF !!‘;I- Af!ALYSIS ____- --z -.-. A---.--- 

vcn~tation -XT----- - Flo adverfe impacts wer? idectified from this action for vegetation. 

&~~~~~~~e~~ - 
lOCXl1ZZd 

Soil and water resources are expected to be temporarily impacted on a 
bdjis 03 ji t?S St‘b.X,., ,,,;c!i~l~d fJ,r land treatr~nt (i.e., chaining and seading). 

Otherwise, no unavoidable adverse impacts are expected for soils or water. 

tfildlife 
E------ 

- Big garye populations WXI~~ re;lain well below their biotic potential. 
, s would be true in particular for bison which would not be provided for and, to 

a lessor ext<?nt, for bighorn sheep. - 

Visual Resources - Visudl resources could be adversely affected under this action 
where rangcland improvelTents are planned. This would affect 16 allotments and .one 
unallotted area where VRiY management class objectives could be violated, affecting 

. 2 percent of the planning area. 

. 

Wilderness - Because construction of proposed -rangeland improvements must meet BLM 
m criteria, no unavoidable impacts to WSAs would occur. 

I 

Recreation - Recreational values would be adversely impacted since hunting and 
sight seerng forrwildlife would be reduced. Likewise rangeland improvements.on 16 

.allotments and one unallotted area would affect sightseeing and primitive Values. 

Livestock Grazing - Livestock grazing would be affected adversely in that 20 * 
permittees tiould receive reductions in active preferences. In the long run, 
however, improvement in,range condition and forage production would result in 
increased livestock production. Rangeland .improvements, including land treatments, 
water developments, and fencing would result in 6,591 AU% (3,616 AlJMs from grazing . 
management and 2,975 AlHIs from land treatments) of additional grazing. 

Soci o Economics - The over-all impact to the regions economy from this action is 
positive in respect to livestock production. Active preference reductions affecting 
20 permittees would result in reduced capitol values of their property. Permittees 
suffering. actual cuts in the number of animals grazed would experience lost income. 
Reduced big game numbers , would lower the income to the. local economy from hunters., 

ALTERNATIVES 
* . 

Five alternatives will be analyzed completely in the Henry Mountain GEIS. These 
include: 



i’ . 
~~COr;'~iVNDATION -ANALYSIS- DECISIOPI CONTINUED: 

Al ternativc A: Prop~c;:xl Action; 30 change - perinit livestock/big game grazing at 
currerit average levels of use. 

Alternative B: 

Alternative C: 

Alternative D: 

Alternative E: Preferred alternative - MFP Step 2; planning recommendation. 

lternatives will be fully analyzed in the GEIS in respect to Multiple Each of these a 
Use values. 

No Action - maintain existing forage allocations. 

(Wildl.ife, 11FP Step 1) manage for optimun big game production. 

(iivesiock'ilFP St+ 1) nanage for optimun livestock production. 

. 



t:(i'LJ-II'iE [!SE :',Er;~:~ili-"ri~~TIS:1 (R&l) 
___-__-_ ----- ------ - --.- 

Rpiap+ JLLL the s??cialists recomi:end~ation and manage rangelands to provide the best 
mix of livctstock and big gx:e that xi11 maintain or increase the production of 
.forage and maintain and improve rangeland condition and trend. This would be done 
by reviewing utilization records, trend studies, weather records, and soil and 
vegetation inventory information a s a basis for analyzing the rangeland use. 

The administrative needs (?!ew Frernont River and Swee twater Allotments) will not be 
impiemented, also the implementation of the boundary change between the North 
E er;$] al ‘jot;p;lt arId i;il,z Cat';.cd ~-al allotment (along Skyline Rim) will be deferred 
for further analysis. 

The 1 iv~stxk and big g?:~ forage use recxmendation is a compromise in forage use 
and periods of use for livestock and big game and is shown on XP II Table 1. 
Cat2gnrization for allotxnts froiii ilF? I -were accepted. 

The following is a summary of the proposed forage use on BLM and NRA lands: 

Livestock 54,043 A& (includes 3,556 AU/Is on Capitol Reef NP) 
Bison 2,088 AWts 
Deer 5,641 AU!ls 
Ante1 ope 695 ALJ!ls. 
Bighorn sheep 3,930 AUFls 
Burros 100 AUZs 

To enhance rangeland productivity or to correct situations on poor watersheds 
areas of poor vegetation conditions, land treatments, rangeland developments, 
implementation of grazing systems would be undertaken as shown in MFP I Table 
3. 

or 
and 
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Livestocka Bison 
Active. Average Alternative Long Term Current Aleternative Crucial Crucial Crucial 

Kind of Preference License Period of Use Winter 
I 

Crazing Objective Grazing Grazing Yearlong 
Livestock (AUMs) 

Sug.nqr 
Use AUKS ) Use (AUMs) Current Proposed (AUMs) Use (AUMS) USC (AUMs) (AU&) (AU&) (AU&) 

Blue Eench ' Cattle 4,598 2,161 2,753 9/l-5/31 No change 

Bullfrogd Cattle . 3,120 

B&r Point 
Sheep 322 
Cattle 2,133 

Cathidral . . Sheep Cattle 2,279 . 
2,998 

B 2.503 
P 495 

Cedar Point Cattle 1,892 

2.106 
120f 

1,691 
No Use 

i 1,638 1,360 
P 278 

839 

2,356e 

1.3 
1,174g 
2,366 

B 1,871 
P. 495 

1.273 

10/l-5/31 No change 
10/l.-5/31 No change 
9/l-5/31 No change 
10/l-5/5 No change 
10/l-5/31 No change 

9/l-5/31 9/i-4/30 

Crescent Creek Cattle 332 333 187 6/l-9/15 5/l-9/15 

Hanksville . 

Hartnet 

Cattle 
Sheep . 
Cattle 

'4,338 
1,462 

2,848 

Nasty Flat Cattle 
P 1;917 

474 

No Use 
1.710 

6 599 
P 1,111 

468 

6,15gh 
* 4,056 

2,884 
B 967 
P 1,917 

399 

9/l-5/31 No change 
10/l-5/31 No change 
11/l-6;15 .No change 

North Bench 
.Pennell 

Rcbbers,Roostd 

* 
Cattle 
Cattle 
Sheep 
Cattle 

Rcc4iesa ' Cattle 
Sheep 

Sandy 1 * Cattle 

Sandy 2 

1,s:; 
No Use 
2,882 

. 3,76Zf 

' .1.E 
8 a44 
P 252 

*No Use 
1,257 

306 
2,33Ce 
6.43gh 231 

3,5Eae 
a75 
938 

B E56e 
P 282 

,210 
707 

6/l-9/35 No change 

9/l-11130 9/l-6/30 
6/l-10/31 Ko change 
6/l-10/31 No change 
3/l-2/28 No change 
10/l-5/31 No change 
10/l-5/31 No change 
10/l-4/15 No change 

Sandy 3 

Sheep 
Cattle 

Cattle 

: 
456 

2,420 
174 

5,288 
5,6GO 

272 
1.209 

F 
S27 
282 

B 
2,2z 

965 
B 305 
P CfiO 

10/l-4/1 NO change 
10/16-4/15 No change 

10/16-7/15'No change 

Sa-mill Basin 

Sewing tcachined 
Steele Butte 

Trachyte 

Wa~fpocketd 

Cattle 

Cattle 
Cattle 

Cattle 
Sheep 
Cattle 

a75 
i 604 271 

33 

981 
B 301 
P 680 

95 

1,SGO 998 2,646 
5,034 2,672 1,874 

2,110 
743 

3.025 

7/16-a/31 No change 

11/l-4/15 No change 
10/16-5131 No'change 

9/l-5/31 t;o change 
10/l-5/5 No change 
10/l-5/31 10/i-4/15 

Sheepi 10/l-5/31 10/l-4/15. 

Wild Horse 

Subtotals 

Cattle 

B 2;861 
P 164 

322 

i 322 0 
1,067 

Sheep 

' 1,5C2f 

1.2 
B 1,715 
P 

lZf 

i 108 0 
104 

33,298 
32,833 

B 30,490 
P 2,343 

469 

ft 458 7 

- 1,16Se 
80Ge 

3,116 
B 2,952e 
P 164 

474 
tt 456 

1,4::: 12/l-6/30 9/l-6/30 

Cattle 
59,841 
54,216 

6 SO.678 
. P 3;538 

5,625 
6 5.607 
P 18 

54,043 
45,554 

B 42,006 
P 3,538 

8,499 
B 8,431 
P 18 

(85) 
28 

0 

(2:) 
159 

35 * 

0 

' (1,:::) 

1.97: 
(1,99;) 

0 

0' 

138 
(3009) 

133 
(3E;) 

219 
(590) 

20 

0 

0 

4, 
45 

15 

0 

A 
55 

18 

0 

685 

93: 
(95;) 

0 

0 

576 

82: . 
(83;) 

0 

0 _ 

122 
(15;) 

122 

(15? 

146 

20: 
(2;;) 

0 

114 

20: 
(296) 

14 * 

0 

0 0 

.'3,657 2,312 2,004 
(5,026); (2.470) (2,140) 

0 

45 

0 

0 

0 

8 
$1 

0 

0 

. 

x5 
(138) 

0 

0 

17: 
(25;) 

0 

0 

328 
(446) 

(:I 0 

O- 0 

15 0 

0 0 

6, 
0 

55 0 
.’ . 

I 18 0 

0 0 . 

348 228 

0 0 
456 373 * 

0 0. 
0 0 

0 0 

, 

.- 
_____. /-..----- 

, . :- 
- : 

. 

17 . 0 

0 0 

‘. - 

L . 
. . - . . 

-’ : 114 0 

1; 0. I 

14 (2;) 

0 0 

* i _ . . 

0 0 

1,064 
(1.071)' 

. 



; Page 2 Little Rockies 
None 0 

, P- "sttcd ArcdS, 

_p 

C“ ,' 
'5 

'Flint Trailk 
Little Rockiesd 

: 

0 
l 

No livestock:, 111 
(432) 

0 
0 

100 0 
--- 

52 - i\ 
(A.-/'- 0 0 o .4 

0 0 .o 

‘(22;) 
0 j 
0 No livestock grazing 

No use No livestock grazing 

Cattle. 0 
None 0 
None 0 

None , 0 

0 
North Caineville 

Mesa 
South Caineville 

Mesa 

Subtotal ‘0 . 

TOT&' 59,841 

0 

0 No use No livestock'grazing 

. . ,o '. 0 111 
(432) 

33,298l 54.0431 . 3,768 

* (5,458) 
2,412 2,088 328 1,116 644 . * 

(2,696) (22330) (446) (1.123) (761) 
_ . 

*AUM active preference, average licensed use, and proposed grazing use are for BLM-administered lands (including Glen Canyon NRA lands; see footnote b) only except; 
on those allotments containing both BLM and NPS lands: B = BLM, P = Park. Average licensed use numbers have been changed in this final EIS because of errors :: 
in data used to complete the Draft EIS. . . * 

b 
Total deer AUHs are comprised of,crucial sLmmer and crucial winter ranges only. l 

'humters in ( ) are actual AUMs needed from ELM-ddmtnistered'lands (as per BWUOWR distribution agreement): however, forage is not avallrble to meet these 
necdr. ! - : 

dIncludes both BLM and Glen Canyon NRA lends. 

'Forage may'be non-competitive between cattle and sheep on some allotments where the stocking rate is relatively low for one kind of animal. tie advantage can 
be.shown for making proportionate changes in stocking since the removal of 1 AUM of sheep use does not make available equivalent increases in cattle fordgc. . 
as shown below. 

. 

. ! 
, 

, 

. 
Alternative Grazing Use 

Maintain Preference . 
Active Preference Full Utilization Proportions 

lullfroq Percent Allocation ACMs Percent AUMs Percent 
, 

Cattle 
Sheep 

!Otdl 

90.6 2,356 '70 2,356 90.6 , 
9.4 679 243 9.4 

x0.0 3,035 1:: 2,599 100.0 . . 

Thus reducing the number of sheep'to keep the same proportion as the active preference would not increase the forage available for cattle. Non-competitive 
forage 679-243 = 436 AUMs (sheep). 
Other allotments in this category include Rockies, Pennell, Waterpocket, Sandy 1. and Trachyte. 

f 
Internittent. use. 

.'Ine proposed change from active preference is based on BLM regulations requiring that changes in active preference among permittees be equitable. The equita! 
divisicn of the rdsge use may not, however, result in the most efficient use of forage. 'Several combinations of use with cattle and sheep are possible ;nd 
stidject to negotiation among permittees, whicn could result in more desirable combination for forage use. For example. a more efficient combination for Burr 
Point Allotment is cattle 2,143 AUMs and sheep 620 AUMs. 

h 
Allotments such as Hanksville and Robbers Roost show grazing capacity potentials in excess of active preference. There are several combinations for stcckirr 
vith cattle and sheep that could make efficient use of the forage. This is contingent on the development of these allotments for grazing use including a wi 
distribution of reliable water sources and other means of,controlling and distributing livestock grazing. 

'Th?:e .4CNs would not be allocated because sheep.use has been excluded from Capitol Reef National Park since 1975, as stipulated in the Waterpccket Allo'ant 
Ag'eem*nt and Hanagement Plan. . 

fperiod of use would be 10/l-4/15 If use as described In k belo% 

'Although Flint Trail unallotted area has no graztng scheduled, ft could be used on a temporary, as-needed basis for livestock graztng whfle other allobmts 
were being rehabilitated Or in an emergency Situation. 

'Includes 3$56 AUF& active preference and 2,037 AUMs average licensed use in Capltot Reef National Park. Before any livestock grazjng is allowed. coordfn- 
rtion with UtUR and Glen Canyon NRA would be Mt<ated. . . 

k . 
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‘ 
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.A Mule Deer Antelope Biqhorn Sheep Burros 
Prior Current Alternative Crucial Crucial Long Term Current Alternative Long Term Current Alternative Current Aiternative 

* . Stable Grazing Grazing 
: (AUYs) 

Wfnterb Summerb Objective Grazing Grazing Objective Grazing Grazing Grazing Grazing 
Use (AN.) Use (AUMs) ( AUMs) (AUMS) (AUMs) Use (AUMs) Use (AUHs) (AUMs) Use (AU&) Use (AtiMs) Use AVMs Use AUKS 

I 

179 
. . 
\ i .' 375 
* 
___^_ . ..-- '179 

(204) 
222 : 

179 

375 : 

175 
(;;;I 

. 

161 

282 

240 

128 

5 

143 

0 

0 

0 

0 

277 

0 

0 

0 

18 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 -. 

0 

0 

180 
(331) 
208 

(478) 
230 

0 

0 

128 

55 
81 

44 ' 

103 

0 

PC7 

0 

0 

174 

0 

129 

0 

0 

0 

0 
. 

0 

0 

0 

l 

* 

.- 

- 

248 
(530) 

1;*:; 
(1,300) 

392 
392 

4 439) 
92 

210 
(213) 

241 

392 
289 

‘2;;’ 

174 

0 

129 
. o '. 

0 

: 

374 
0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 
0 

.o - 

* 0 

0 

954 

0 

0 

18 

10 1 

.19' 

0 

" 19 

* 0 

0 

: 

31 
-0 

0 

0 

: 

374 
0 

0 
# 

0 

i 

819 
032 

0 

0 

8 

:: 

0' 

0 

x 

al9 
794 

0 

0 

,x 

100 
0 

0 

62 

21 

29 

12 

62 

21 

. 
0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

8 

0 

0 

0 

a7 a 

0. 

0 

0 

0 : 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

95 

167 
ll2 

59 
. . 

31 

181 

167 
488 

3i7 

206 

0 

18: 

148 

0 

138 

0 
0 . 

.25 

0 

0 

8 

0 

0 

0 0 0 

a97 21 a97 
0 0 0 

64 ;16. 64 

0 0 0 

128 128 

1,974 
(1.$35) 

,123 

cl.200 
(5,2C'.) 

0 0 0 0 

5.666 
('.lil) 

690 
(6”?) .* 

910 
.!bi6) 

695 2,612 * 

0 

75 2,574 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0. 

0 . 

0 

. 0 

0 

0 
0 

100 
0 

0 

0 

* 0 

0 

0 
0 

0 

0 

. 

0 

100 

0 

100 

. 

i 

. 

. 

, 
, 
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0 0 143 0 125 0 
. 

. .o 

: 
0 

59 

166 
16 *' 
8 

l2 

261 

2,235 
(2,246) 

I. 0’ 608 

: 0: 

808 0 '0 

: 548 0. 548 . 0 0 0 '0 0 

0 0 0 0 0 0 

. 166 
0 0 

112 0 : 
: 

8 0 0 

12 -0 0 so 0 

- ._. 
439 . 

(635) 

6.l.27 
(7,819) 

0 . 1,356 0 * 1,356 0. 0 441 ; 0 125 P 0 L 

695 3,968 75 3,930 100 100 87 5,641 690 1,035 * ' 954 
(5,650) (693)(1,041) ._ 

. . 
..I 

. . 

. 

, 
. 

. 
~ . 

: . 

.-. 
: 

. 

. ‘* 
. 

3, 

. 

. 

. - 
..1 

. 

. . . - i 

J 

. . . 

, * 

.’ 

, * 
_.___.. -. .- . __ __._ .._ _.- 



Livestock and big game ~ogld be provided forage, grazing lands and habitat to give 
the most advantageous use of the rangelands. 

r:pp 11 f;>:c 2 'rr,-;;zj t$:> Livesir;c;l: ;yFP Step 1 r~ccx;;u:7dations for the planning L -I,li. 
area \!ith the Planning Reco:mcndation, i?FP Step II showing the livestock tradeoffs 
between the two recommendations. It compares livestock grazing use and periods of 

: 

T!-o ia>:;", to tI:e variotis wltiple use va?ues would, except for livestock and big 
g;,,:a ) h 3 tiL mch -Lie same simuld the Livzstgck R.ecomgc;;:! ations or the Zultiple Use 
p1 an;oj i-:3 i.li*, _..,., :..,,r?: r-.Pr.r-~~.TrJrf~~ j ms $2 j cjg e6:z;; yyj, The advantage in the Planning F?econ:w-+ 
ation is primarily in that it more nearly meets the present and future needs of 
livestock and big gas? ailimals. This is especially true for bison. In-the future, 
active preference for livestock, suspended by this recommendation would be restored 
as rwch as possibl,,,! A VP II,. Table 3 gives the rationale for accepting, rejecting 
or modifying the FlFP I recommendation. . 



Elrll Frog 

Burr Point 

I 

c 2,192 10/i-5/3i 2,356 
s 1,302 10/l-5,/31 679 . 

c 2,957 9/l-5/31 1 ,I091 
s 919 1q/1-5/5 1,174 

SfE-l!?’ 

Same 
Same . 

Same 

No change, forage is avail- 
able and rangelands can be 
improved at this level of 
use by livestock and big 
gai::-? , through effective 
management and facility 
development. 

HFP 2 is best- mix of year-' 
long and big gaine forage 
for use based on forage 
type and availability. 
Rangelands can also be 
improved under this level 
of use, through, effective 
management, land treatment, 
and facility development. 

FIFP 2 is best mix of live- 
stock and big game use 
based on forage type and 
availability. Rangelands 
would also improve under 
this level of use, through 
effective management and _ 
facility development. 

.’ 

. 



RECOF~hlEPICATION-ANALYSIS-CECISION CONTINUED: 

- --.____ ---.--I-- ------ - 
PiFi) 1 llFP 2 - _" --.-- - - 

--. .,.. i:$! :-.- f~ecc)i~!::~?na,:i . S2 as 0 n -TTic%i~i~~~Ja Season . ---- -.--- 
Alloim~t Rationale -- r?.Nls 5-r Use ?rq;ossld km for Use -- Prased 

CathzJral ' C 2,366 10/l-5/31, 2,366 

. Cedar Poi:nt c 1,334 9/l-4/30 1,273 

Crescent- Creek C 205 5/l-9/15 

Hanksville 

Hartnet 

C 6,348 9/l-5/31 6,154 
s .4,331 10/l-5/31 4,056 

C 2,884 11/l-6/15 

187 

2,884 

Same No change. Forage is 
. available and rzngelands 

would improve at this level 
of use bjl livestock and big 
garle, through effective 
management and facility .. 

' development. 

Same FlFP 2 is best mix of live- 
s tD<i: and big ga;Te use 
based on forage type and 
availability, Rangelands,' 
wou!d improve under this 
level of use, through 
effective management, land 
treat;ne.nts, and facility 
developments. 

Same PIFP 2 is best mix of live- 
stock and big game use 
based on forage type and 
availability. Rangelands 
would improve under this 
level of use, through 

. effective management, land 
treatments, and facility 
developments.. . 

Same FlFP 2 is best mix of live- 
Sjme stock and big game proposed 

use based on forage type 
and availability.. Range- 

.lands would improve under 
this level of use, through . 
effective management and 
facility development. 

11/l-5/31 No change. Forage is 
available for livestock 
and big game use. 'Range- 

.lands.woul d also improve 
at this use level through 
effective managene'nt and 

- facility development. 



--- '. ---- ____--- __- 

Nasty Flat 

North Bench 

fenncll 

C 306 

c 2,471 
S 1,228 

. 

Robbers Roost C 6,902 

Rockies c 3,725 10/l-5/31 3,988 
S 2,655 10/l-5/31 875 

*- . . 

6/l-9/33 Saue 

9/l-6/30 . 306 Same 

6/l-10131 2,330 Same 
6/l-10/31 231 Same 

3;1-2/28(YL)6,439 

,!lFP 2 is best mix of live- 
stock and big game use 
haSi?d Ol3 foraye‘type afid 

availability.. Rangelands 
would improve under this 
level of USE through 
effective management, land 
treatment, and facility 
development. 

/lo change, forage is avail- 
able for livestock and big 
game use. Rangelands 
would also improve at this 
level of use through 
effective management and 
facility development. 

!lFP 2 is best mix of live- 
stock and big game use 
ba-sed on forage type and' 
availability. Rangelands 
would improve under this 

. recommendation through 
effective management, land 
treatments, and facility 
development. 

Same VFP 2 is best mix of live- 
stock and big game use 
based on forage type and 
availability. Rangelands 
would improve under this 
recommendation through 
effective management,and 
facility development. 

Same MFP 2 is best mix of live- 
Same stock and big game use 

based on forage type and 
availability. Rangelands 
would improve under this 
recommendation through 
effective management, land 
treatments, and facility 
development. 

. 



RECOMMENOATION-ANALYSIS-OEClSlOfJ CONTINUED: 
l 

- 

-_-_. ..--z----. ------ 
KfZCOi.iiIi;3ildd ted !+as:)n --2.e ---- RXOWXfLd~23 Season - --.- _I 

Alloti~nt . AUIls for Use PrOOOjd Aurns for Use -I- ~__ -..A __-- --------.- Proxoscd Rationale -- - 

Sandy 1 C 
S 

Sandy 2 c 

sandy 3 C 921 10/l&4/15 981 Same 

Sawmill Basin C 153 7/16-8/31 96 Same 

Sewing Nachine C 2,681 

938 
219 

885 10/K-4/15 

.11/L4/15 

930 
210 

Same' Ho change, forage is avail- 
Same able for livestock and big 

. game use. Rangela;ds would 
improve at this level of 
use through effective 
management and facilities 
developnent. 

3 

. 

707 ; Same 

2,646 Same 

flFP 2 is best mix of live- 
stock and big gaqe use 
based on forage type and 
availability. Rangelands _ 
would improve under this 
reCOirirn2lLLl tion through 
effective manager,lent, land 
treatments, and facilities 
development. 

tIo change, forage is avail- 
able for livestock and big 

.game use. Rangelands would 
improve at this level of 
use through effective 
management and facilities 
development. 

blFP 2 is best tnix of live- 
stock and big.game proposed 
use based on forage.type 
and availability. Range- 
lands would improve under 
this level of use through 
effective management, land‘. 
treatment, and facilities 
development. 

Essentually, no change; 
however, MFP 2 is best 
mix of livestock and big 
game proposed use based on 
forage type and avail- 
ability. Rangelands would 
improve under this level OS 
use through effective 

. management and facilities 
development. 



-I_._-___ --.. -- _~_______~ -- -- 

--__ __ ______ --- _- .--- -_.--P -.-- -__ 
1jfYp 1 f!j’;J 2 ---- 

--.- - ----___--- L-- ---- 1_--- 
riF_1Cl)::l;;:I..rj.‘i;! Led Ssac,fJn -.-r-.- ---- Recc:;i::onded season ---'I--- 

Al lotnient - -. v---p -$,i:ls for-&c ?rgm;c:l Aws 53 r Use -- ----A- Prltposed Rationale 

S tee1 e 34 tte 

Trachyte 

Vaterpccket 

Mild Horse 

Dry Lakes 

c 2,022 

c’ 1,066 
s 1,453 

c 3,090 
S 771 

. 

c 1,495 

c 83 

10/16-5/31 1,874 SXE! 

9/l-5/31 '1,164 Same 
10/l-5/5 800 Same 

10/l-4/15 3,116 Same 
10/l-4/15 474 . Same 

9/l-6/30 1,491 Same 

7/15-B/30 No 1 i ves tack NA 
grazing 

flF? 2 is best mix of live- 
s tcck and big gaze ~.ISC 
based on' forage type and 
availability. Rangelands 
would improve under this 
level .of use through 
effective management, land 
treatments, and facility 
devclopin~ant. 

!IFP 2 is best mix of live- 
stock anl big game use 
based on forage type and 
availability. Rangelands 
would improve under this 
level of use through 
effective management, land 
treatment, and facility 
development. 

VFP 2 is best mix of live- 
stock and,big game use 
based on forage type and 
availability. Rangelands. 
would improve under this 
level of use through 
effective management and 
facility development. 

MO change, forage is avail- 
able for livestock and big 
game use. Rangelands 
would improve at 
this level of use 
through effective 
management. 

Grazing preference 
on this area. were purchased 
from permittees by UDGIR for 
big game. No livestock use 
is necessary to maintain the 
area for wildlife. Range- 
land treatments are necessar 
to improve range1 and and 
forage condition. 



. 
f REC@~~~P;IEFIDAT1DN-ANALYSlS-DCClSlqN CONTNJED: 

_.-- - --- 

Flint Trail c 1,332 10/l-4/15 Interrmittent Same if This area would be used on 
(Jr e'y!1,[';7,?"p'.l JL I',') used a t32porary, i!ltQrinittPnt 
use. basis, when other ar2as 

. ar2 being rehabilitated or 
as an emergency.during 
extremes.in climate con- 
ditions: 

.' 
Any use would be 

coordinat.ed vritk PIRA and 
UC‘,? officials. Rangeland 

I conditions are expected to 
be maintained and improved 
through intermittent use. 
and management. 

Little Rockies C 85 g/15-3/30 No livestock FIA Because of ruggedness and 
grazing. unsuitability of this area, e 

it is not within' an ajlot- 
ment for grazing use. 

North Caine- No livestock NA No livestock NA No change, area is unaccess- 

vile Yesa grazing. grazing. able thus unsuitable for 
<. livestock use. 

South Caine- No livestock NA - No livestock NA No change, ar2a is unsuit- 

vile Mesa grazing. grazing. _ able for us2 by livestock. 

. 



Accept the i!;rl tiple-Use recor:r:iendation on 9 allotments and reject and/or modify the 
mu1 tiple-rsz recom,,~,~ rln*itiation on 17 allotments. The details or decisions and rational 
are Si?O!tiil it7 !:IFP 3 Table 1, Also accept the Multiple-Use recommendation for admin- 
istrative,needs and rangeland developments. + 

,pi s: ,i s i c * ..l,.. I . -v /_% , ."..*. .'I ') cj +i)yy.- !!!,,.!r:f$ (y ci'p..:. ;,~)vj) b.4 11 be made in t+ree 
ence unless other agreements can be made, 

increments beginning 
with prefer These -adjustments, as needed, 
will be made at year 1, 3, and 5. 
$qas:1 ‘j 5Q da)?e* 

The following displays and example of how this 

BLUE BENCH ALLOTMENT -.-.- --- 

Preference = 4,598 AUlis 

Grazing Capacity = 2,753 /WIs' 

Difference = 1,845 ALJlis 

Adjust l/3 in first increment 0.33 X 1,845 AUKS = 615,AlJMs 

i Year 1 allowable grazing use = 4,598 ALINs - 615 ANls = 3,985 AlJtls (87% of Pref. 

Year 3 allok;able grazing use = 4,598 AUMs - 2(615) = 3,,368 AUtls (73% of Pref, 

Year 5 allowable grazing use = 4,598 AU,"ls - 3(615) = 2,753 AUk (60% of Pref. 



t ..- 
MFP 2 - Table 2 t 

Comparison of HFP 1 and MFP 2 Showing Tradeoffs and Conflicts Resolution 4 s 

Recommendations that Conflict MFP Step 2 : 
livestock MFP Step 1 Recommendation, with the Livestock Recommendation Planning Recommendation Trade-Off 

Proposed Forage Use 

Manage for optimum livestock production 
#ithin existing allotments and other 
ootential areas, using utilization, 
trend, climate, and soil-vegetation 
inventory as a basis and provfding 
forage for wild burros and big game 
#here use is compatible with livestock. 

1. *Give livestock priority for forage 1. Give big game priority for 
use as follows: forage use as follows: 

3. Provide 100 AUMs for wild burros a. 
as required by the Wild Horse and 
Burro Act on Robbers Roost Allot. 

No conflict. a. 

). Provide 45,177 AUMs for cattle and b. 
12,841 AlJMs for sheep within 
established allotments (58,018 AUMs). 

Provide forage not required for b. 
optimum bi game production for 
livestock 4 35,722 AUMs for cattle 
and 4,082 AUMs for sheep). Eli- 
minate sheep use on Rockies and 
Trachyte Allotments (39,804 AUMs). 

--y. 
‘! . ’ 

.._ _.a 

:. .Provide 1.500 AUMs for cattle in c. 
unallotted Dry Lakes, Flint Trail, 
and Little Rockies Allotments. 

Reserve unallotted areas for 
big game. 

1. Provide 980 AUMs for bighorn sheep d. 
,- Tattle allotments and 1,356 P.?'tis 
s Inallotted areas where conflicts 

*...h domestic sheep are not expected. 
Eliminate bighorn sheep use on 
Rockies and Trachyte Allotments. 

Provide 2,612 AUtls for bighorn 
sheep on allotments a,id 1,356 
AUMs on unallotted areas. 

Provide 87 AUMs for antelope where e. Provide 960 AUMs for antelope 
established herds exist on established rangeland. 

Provide 2,323 AUMs of excess forage f. 
to deer. 

:. 

Remove all bfson from the range. g. 

Change the period of use on Cedar 2. 
Point, Crescent Creek, North Be! 
Wateroocket. and Wild HI 

ich. 
orse Allot- 

ments' to increase the useabflity of 
livestock forage. 

Implement rangeland deve!opments and 3. 
land treatments where beneficial to 
livestock use, if compatible with 
big game. 

Hanage rangeland to provide the best Forage would be provided to allow e 

mix of livestock and bia aare to for the most advantageous use. f 
maintain or increase th; forage 
available, using utilization, trend 
climate, and soil-vegetation inven- 
tory as a basis. 

1. 

Provide optimum deer use of 
5,668 AUMs on allotments and 
439 AUl!s on unallotted areas. 

Provide 3,557 AUMs for bison on 
allotments and 111 on Dry Lakes 
(unallotted area) to optimize the 
use of available forage in bison 
habitat. 

Maintain existing livestock 
periods of use which are more 
compatible with big game needs. 

Implement rangeland developments 
and land treatments where 
beneficial to big game 

C. 

d. 

e. 

Optimize big game and livestock 1. 
forage use as follows: 

Provide 100 AUMS for wild burros a. 
as required by the Wild Horse and 
Burro Act, 

No change. 

Provide 42,006 AUMs for cattle b. 
and 8.481 AUMs for sheep within 
established allotments and use 
1,332 AUMs on Flint Trail area on 
an as-needed basfs for cattle 
(50,487 AU%). Does not include 
3,556 AUMs on CRNP. 

Livestock use would be limited. 
7.541 AUHs would be foregone. 

1 

Reserve unallotted areas for C. 
big game except as specified 

Use of Dry Lakes and Little 
Rockies unallotted areas would 

above on Flint Trail. be foregone. 

Provide 2,574 AUMs for bighorn d. 
sheep on allotments and I,356 
Atills on unallotted areas to meet 
long-term objectives. 

Bighorn sheep would be allowed 
to graze cn allotnents with 
domestic sheep at 1,594 AUMs 
more than the livestock 
recommendation. 

Provide 695 AUMs for .antelope on 
allotments with 'ex%?ting-'herds to 

.,*e*, 

ailow for 5!?9 tc 1.900 percent 
increases. 

Provide 5,200 AUMs for deer on 
allotnents and 441 AUMs on 
unallotted areas to approach 
prior stable numbers on all 
allotments where forage is 
sufficient and there is no 
conflict with other big game 
numbers. 

Provide 2,000 AUMs for bison on 
allotments and 88 AUNs (current 
capacity) on Dry Lakes (unallotted 
area) to provide for 200 mature 
animals and replacement needs. 

Change periods of use as 
proposed in the livestock 
recolnnendation. 

Livestock would not receive 
priority in forage use. 

Antelope nuab~s+auId,be.more .yl*;J,, 
than that propis&f'fn'.&e live- 
stock recommendation. 

Deer would be allowed to 
increase 2,877 AUPs more than 
the livestock recommendation. 

Forage would be provided for 200 
mature bison and replacements 
(2,088 AUHs). 

None. 

Implement rangeland developments 
and land treatments from both 
recolsriendations at a compatible 
level for livestock and big game 

3. Rangeland improvements would be j 
compatible with big game use. 

. 
i 

i 

c . 
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- MFP 3 TABLE 1 
Page 1 of 6 

'. Wildlife/Range 

Allotment/Category 
Allocation 

Animala l %P 2 MFP.3 

Inventory .EIS Livestock 
Season of Dse Studies Alternative 

MFP 3 - 
Agrees 

MFP 2 Agree ; Selected With MFP 2 Decision and Rationale 

Blue Sench (1) B” 
D 1 

Bullfrog (I) 

2.753 btx 
4 NC 

179 NC 

2s; 

3:: 

Burr Point (I) C 1,091 1,691 

Cathedral (II 

Cedar Point (1) 

Crescent Creek (11 

%ksville (MI 

Hartnet (11 

Nasty Flat (II 

North Bench/Mild Horse 
(Ml 

Pennell (1) 

Robbers Roost (Ml 

Rockies (11 

1.174 
15 

175 
18 

NF 
35 
NC 

2,366 2,998 
222 NC 

1,273 

,616 
174 

.c 187 
B 55 
D 282 

E 
NC 

6.159 NC 
4,056 NC 

18 NC 
.I 240 NC 

129 NC 

C 2,884 2,938 
D 128 NC 

C 3YY 474 
B 576 NC 
D 210 248 

C 1,797 

D 179 

1,523 

180 

2,330 2,420 
231 174 
829 835 
824 1,050 

Bc" 

1 
BS 

6,439 
100 
392 
374 
819 

s" 
D 
BS 

3,988 
a75 
289 
794 

.’ 

9/l-5/31 

10/l-5/5 

NC 

NC 

Yes A No See Page 3. 

10/l-5/31 NC No B No See Page 3. 

9/l-4/30 NC Yes E Yes See Page 3. 

5/l-9/15 NC Yes E Yes See Page 3. 

9/l-5/31 NC 
10/l-5/31 .NC 

Yes 8 Yes See Page 4. 

11/l-5/31 
q. 

11/l-6/15 Yes B No See Page 4. 

6/l-9/30 NC Yes 8 No See Page 4. 

9/l-6/30 
. 

NC Yes (North 'B 
Bench) 
No Studies 
(Wild Horse) 

No See Page 4. 

6/1+10/31 NC 
6/l-10/31 NC 

Yes B No See Page 4. 

Yearlong NC Yes I E Yes See Page 4. 

NC 

NC 
NC 

Yes E 

NO B 

No B No See Page 4. 

Yes See Page 3. 

No See Page 3. 



' 'MFP 3 TABLE 1 (continued) 

Pay? 2 

Allotment/Category 

Inventory EIS Livestock 
Allocation Season of Use stu4ies Alternative Agrrcs 

Aniaala ?JiFir? :$-P-T-- JFP 2 i*lF P 3 Agree Se1 ec ted With !lFP 2 Decision and Bat 
I 

Sandy 1 (I) C 938 
S 210 
0 92 

Sandy 2 Jx( fi * 
4 

Sandy 3 (C) 

Sawmill Uasin (I) 

Sewing Machine (Ml 

Steele Uutte (I) . 

Trachyte (I) 

Materpocket (C) 

Little RockiesC 

(Partiellv allotted) 

Orv La'??s !unallo!ted) 

Flint Trail (~wallotted) 

!to*t3 taiwvillc 'lcsa 
(iinallottzd) 
South Caineville Itesa 

(uiallottei? 

5 II 

li 
C 
8 
D 

c 
D 
BS 

C 

i 

r 

s 
3 
D 
3s 

c 
S 
D 

C 

l?i 
3s 

. 
i 
3 

0 

c 
D 
BS 

c 

C 
3 

1,095 

3: 

707 2,228 
122 155 

62 NC 

981 995 
21 NC 

2,646 

ii:. 

1,630 
UC 
NC 

1,874 :tc 
202 NC 
488 NC 

1,154 
800 

3:; 
64 

2,110 
743 

!IC 
343 

NC 

3,115 
475 
235 

9 

11; 
543 

2: 
141 

0 
166 
808 

0 

0 
20 

3,025 
3?2 

NC 

70 
:t 3 
NC 
NC 

I;- 
ri 
NC 

!tc 
NC 
:IC 

'II: 

NC 
!JC 

10/l-4/15 
10/l-4/15 

10/15-4/15 

10/l&4/15 

7/l&8/31 NC No E 

11/l-4/15 NC No studies 3 !40 Go to Page 5. 

10/15-5/31 NC Yes id' Yes Go to Page 5. 

9/l-5/31 X 
10/l-5/5 NC 

lo/l-S,'31 

10/l - 4/30 NC !lo studies 

!,iay vsq 

Ilnallotted 

NC 
NC 

NC 

WC 

13/l-4/15 

!,I- ,"‘, . 

NC 

Yes A No Go to Pa9c 5. 

40 

Yes 

tie studies 

No 

:I9 st:1dies 

Yes 

completed, no 
Stli;!iPS Con- 

do!!: tee. 

B 

B 

3 

3 

ES 

E 

E 

c 

E 

NO Go to Page 5. 

NO 

Yes 

Go to hge 5. 

Go to Page 5. 

NO Go to Page 5. 

NO Go to Page 6. 

No 

YCS 

Yes Go to Pane 6. 

Yes so to Page 5. 

Yes Go to Page 6. 



Blue Bench 

P 
. 

Accept the multiple-use recommenda- 
tion (Alternative E) as evaluated in 
the EIS. ,South Caineville Mesa will 
become unallotted. Grazing use on 
South Caineville Mesa will be author- 
ized only as outlined in the ACEC 
Management Plan. 

MRP 3 Table 1 (continued) 

Allotment 
.I' 

-; 
Decision Rationale 

Inventory (SVIM) and studies agree 
as to grazing capacity. South 
Caineville Mesa has marginal grazing 
value due to access and water and high 
scientific value for the same reasons. 

. 

Bullfrog 

Burr Point 

Cathedral 

Cedar Point 

Crescent Cr. 

Reject the multiple-use recommenda- Studies are not complete enough to 
tion and accept No Action--Maintain support changes in preference. 
Existing Forage Allocation (Alter- Monitoring would be intensified over a 
native B) as evaluated in the EIS., 5-year period to gather sufficient data 
Change category from M to I. to determine proper grazing levels. 

Reject the multiple-use recommenda- 
tion and accept No Change--No Change 
From Current Average Levels of Use 
(Alternative A) as evaluated in the 
EIS. Change the category from M to I. 

Through the forage inventory (SW) shows 
that additional forage is available 
(3,865 AUMs in total), water must be 
developed before this can be used. 
Range studies show that use on currently 
used range should not be increased. 
Livestock operators could apply for some 
temporary use on the Flint Trail ._ 
Allotment pending additional water 
development. This allotment has priority 
for the development of a cooperative 
grazing agreement to accelerate potential 
grazing increases. 

Reject the multiple-use recommenda- 
tion and accept No Action--Maintain 
Existing Forage Allocation (Altern- 
ative B) as evaluated in the EIS. 
Change category from C to I. 

Accept the multiple-use recommenda; 
tion (Alternative E) as evaluated 
in the EIS. 

Accept the multiple-use recommenda- 
tion (Alternative E) as evaluated 
in the EIS. 

Studies are not complete enough to 
support changes in preference. Monitor- 
ing would be intensified over a 5- 
year period to gather sufficient data to 
determine proper grazing levels. 

In addition to the rationale given in 
IiFP-2, a cooperative agreement 
will be prepared to eliminate the 
currently authorized Hay use. The agreement 
will involve the Crescent Creek Allotment 
which would allow cattle to move directly 
to the Crescent Creek Allotment from the. 
Cedar Point Allotment in the spring. 
Elimination of May use will greatly 
benefit the range as plants will be given 
an extra month of growth during the 
critical period. 

In addition to the rationale given in 
MFP-2, a cooperative grazing agreement 
will be prepared to allow spring use to 
begin on 5/l instead of the currently 
authorized 6/l. This agreement will involve 
the Cedar Point Allotment which would 
allow cattle to move directly from the 
Cedar Point Allotment to the Crescent 
Creek Allotment in the spring. The Eagle 
Bench seeding (mostly crested wheatgrass) 
provides a majority of the forage. This 
grass will have made sufficient growth by 
5/31 so that earlier controlled grazing 
will not be detrimental. 



MFP 3 Table 1 (continued1 

Allotment Decision Rationale 

Hanksville 

Hartnet 

Nasty Flat 

North Bench/ 
Wild Horse 

Pennell 

Robbers 
Roost 

Rockies 

Modify the multiple-use recomnen- 
dation (Altern&ive E) as evaluated 
in the EIS, to limit initial use to 
preference levels. 

Reject the multiple-use recommenda- 
tion and accept No Action--Maintain 
Existing Forage Allocation (Alterna- 
tive Bl as evaluated in the EIS. 
Change category C to I. 

Reject the multiple-use recommenda- 
tion and accept No Action--Maintain 
Existing Forage Allocation (Alterna- 
tive Bl as evaluated in the EIS, 

Reject the multiple-use recommenda- 
tion and accept No Action--Maintain 
Existing Forage Allocation (Alterna- 
tive I31 as evaluated in the EIS. 
In addition, these two allotments 
will be combined and a common period 
of use allowed for each (9/l through 
6130). 

Reject the multiple-use recommenda- 
tion and accept No Action--Maintain 
Existing Forage Allocation (Alterna- 
tive Bl as evaluated in the EIS. 

Accept the multiple-use recommenda- 
tion (Alternative El as evaluated 
in the EIS. 

Reject the multiple-use recommenda- 
tion and accept No Action--Maintain 
Existing Forage Allocation (Alterna- 
tive B) as evaluated in the EIS. 

Initial grazing would not be allowed to i 
exceed preference until additional water' 
is developed. Range studies show that 
currently used rangelands are being used 
about right. Additional use, on 
currently grazed areas, would result in a . 
deterioration of the current range 
trend. 

Though range studies support a level of 
2,884 AUMs, this is only 54 AUMs less 
than preference. This allotment is to 
be studied by the National Academy of 
Sciences (NAS) for the next few years. 
After the NAS has completed their..studies 
and monitoring is further evaluated, a 
subsequent grazing capacity can be 
determined. . . 

1 . 
I 

Though studies indicate 399 RUMS of 
forage are available for livestock, the 
75 AUMs difference between this and 
preference could be allowed, as this 
allotment has priority for develop- 
ment. Range condition deterioration is 
not expected to occur because of 
development and continued monitoring and 
evaluation. 

_ 

Though inventory (SVIM) shows that 
1,797 AUMs of forage are available for 
livestock; use will be held at'prefer- 
ence (456 AUMs North Bench; 1,067 AUMs 
Wild Horse) as range studies are not 
adequate to show that the range could 
support an increase. These two con- , 

tiguous allotment are used by the same 
livestock operator, same livestock and 
dates. No fencing exists so it is only 
reasonable that they be combined and used 
as one allotment. 

The difference between the forage 
available as per studies (2,561 AUMs) 
and the preference (2,594 AUMsl is so' 
small, and the fact that this allotment 
has priority for development, it is felt 
this level of use would not adversely 
affect the condition of the range. 

See rational in MFP 2. Furthermore, 
initial grazing would be*held to pre- 
ference levels (5,288 AU%) pending 
development of additional water. Though 
inventory (SVIM) shows that additional 
forage is available, the range monitoring 
studies show that areas with sufficient 
water are currently being grazed at 
proper levels. 

Studies-are not complete enough to 
support changes in preference. Monitor- 
ing will be intensified over a period 
of 5 years to gather sufficient data to 
determine proper grazing levels. 



MFP 3 Table 1 (continued) 

Allotment Decision . Rationale i 
2 . 

Reject the multiple-use recommenda- 
tion and accept No Change--Continue 
Current Use Levels (Alternative A) 
as evaluated in the EIS. 

Sandy 1 Though inventory (SVIM) and other range 
studies show a current grazing capacity 
of 949 AUMs, is felt that the difference 
of 147 between current use and grazing 
capacity is so small that range con- 
dition deterioration is not expected. 
Monitoring will be carefully evaluated to 
determine if this grazing level can 
continue without damage to the rangeland 
resource, 
Inventory (SVIII) and range studies are 
inconclusive. Some areas of the allot- 
ment are showing improvement with current 
use. This allotment has priority for 
implementation of a Cooperative Management 
Agreement. It is felt that through the 
agreement and continued monitoring, proper 
grazing levels and range condition can 
be achieved. 

Pagi 

Sandy 2 

Sandy 3 

Sewing 
Machine 

Steele Butte 

Trachyte 

Reject the multiple-use recommenda- 
tion and accept No Action--Maintain 
Existing Forage Allocation (Alterna- 
tive B) as evaluated in the EIS. 

Reject the multiple-use recommenda- 
tion and accept No Action--Maintain 
Existing Forage Allocation (Alterna- 
tive B) as evaluated in the EIS. 

Accept the multiple-use recommenda- 
tion (Alternative E) as evaluated in 
the EIS. 

Reject the multiple-use recommenda- Though inventory (SVIM) indicates that 
tion and accept No Action--Maintain 2,646 AtiMs of forage is available, there 
Existing Forage Allocation (Alterna- are no monitoring studies to support 
tive B) as evaluated in the EIS. the increase. 

Modify the multiple-use recommenda- 
tion (Alternative E) as evaluated in 
the EIS so as to eliminate all live- 
stock grazing .(except for authorized 
trailing from the turn-of-Bullfrog 
south to allotment boundary (includes 
all of Cave Flat),. Should bison 
change areas of use, so that Cave 
Flat is no longer considered crucial, 
then resumption of livestock use in 
in this area would be re-evaluated. 

Reject the multiple-use recommenda- 
tion and accept No Action--Maintain 
Existing Forage Allocation (Alter- 
native B) as evaluated in the EIS. 

The difference between the 981 AUMs '. .' 
shown by inventory and,985 preference is 
negligible; 

A cooperative grazing agreement 'will 
be prepared to limit use immediately to 
100 AUMs. Monitoring will be intensified 
to determine future stocking rates. 

. 

Both the inventory and monitoring 
studies show that use should not be 
allowed in excess of 1,874 AUMs. The 
permittee has agreed to formulate a 
very aggressive cooperative grazing agree- 
ment. The agreement is to be complete 
by the middle of June 1984 for presen,r '-/ 

$&>on.to the Advisory.Boacd-at that......-.-t 
time. Unless the agreement can show 
some definite alternatives to the adjust- 
ments.pEH will proceed asxdicated. 

. ..- ..-. -.----/h 

Livestock use on Cave Flat is too competit- 
ive with wildlife use. The land treatments 
on Tarantula Mesa will be used as much 
as possible to alleviate any hardships re- 
sultant from elimination of the Cave Flat area 
from livestock use. .. 

No studies are available to support changes 
in preference. Monitoring would be intensified 
over a C&year period to gather sufficient 

'information to determine proper grazing levels. 

. 

.__,.I 



MFP 3 Table 1 (concluded) 

Allotment Decision 'Rationale 

Waterpocket Reject the multiple-use recommenda- 
tion and accept ?to Action--\laintain 
Existing Forage Allocation (Alterna- 
tive R) as evaluated in the EIS, 
except for a change in the use 
period as explained in the rationale. 

Little 
Rockies 
(partially 
allotted} 

Dry Lakes 
(unallottedl 

Flint Trail 
(unallotted) 

North Caine- 
ville Mesa 
(unallotted) 

South Caine- 
vifle Mesa 
(unallotted 

Modify the multiple-use recommenda- 
tion (Alterntive E) as evaluated in 
the EIS to allow for an area of 
livestock use in some side canyons 
of North Uash. Change the name of 
the allotment to Slick Rock Allot- 
ment. 

Accept the multiple-use recommenda- 
tion (Alternative El as evaluated in 
the EIS. 

Accept the multiple-use recommenda- 
tion (Alternative El as evaluated in 
the EIS. 

Accept the multiple-use recomlenda- 
tion (Alternative El as evaluated in 
the EIS. 

!Jodify the multiple-use recommenda- 
tion (Alternative E) as evaluated in 
tine EIS. 

Though inventory (SVI!IJ supports a 
higher graiing level, the monitoring 
studies do not. Therefore, no justif- 
iable reason exists to increase use 
levels. Continued monitoring would . 
provide sufficient data for future 
adjustments. The use period would be 
shortened from 5131 to 4115 in the spring 
except for preference currently 
controlled by Kasey King which would be 
allowed to continue, by agreement, with a 
deferred rotation system from 4/15 to 
5/3l each spring. 

In addition to MFP-2 rationale, it seems 
consistent to allow some use in !lorth 
Nash. This area has been used histor- 
ically and is a good place to put a few 
animals during the winter season. 

The name Little Rockies is misleading as 
none of the Little Rockies (combined name 
for Mt. Holmes and !+lt. Ellsworthl is 
located within the allotment. A very 
high percentage of the area is slick rock 
in character; therefore, the name would 
alleviate some misunderstandings and be 
more descriptive. 

Same as MFP-2. 

Same as !JFP-2. 

Same as MFP-2. 

Do no% allocate to livestock grazing,- 
bu* c allow livitstock t?;e for scientific 
purposes. Use may be sllo:$ed as directed 
in t!le &XC Xnnagenent Plan. 





ISSUE -.-- - 

There is e:,id?nce that overall watershed condjt' !ons are i:qroving within the 
Henry tlountsin Resource Area. Studi?s .shw that 34,683 acres are in sta!>ie 
condition; 573,555 acres are in slight condition‘; ?50;480 acres are in moderate 
condition; 251,294 aL.. cakes are in critica? cond<tS or-t; and 12,640 acres are in . . . . 
severe cor,2: ll;on. - %xt of the critical and severe areas are geologic erosion 
areas and not much ir$rovesent can be expkctcd. 

BLI:. o5jcctives are to r,3store, maintain and iqrove soil productivity to en- 
hance on-site res;t,!rce use (BLY !.knual 1603,E3a), and to conduct BLY programs 
with the unt2rstsnding of ccnpiete ecosys ters as they are affected by o-ther 
agencies, organizations and individuals whose responsibilities and activities 
affect the condition and use of the public lands and other lands nearby (BLM 
Manual 1532.C2c). 

. 

. 

.. 



UNITED STATES 

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERiOR 

BUREAU OF LAND hlANAGEhlENT . 

MANAG r,~~,~~!‘F FR,4hi~‘t~ORt< PLAN 
RECO:ZvlEMIATl~N-ANALYSIS-OECISIbN 

NamahFP) 

knry Nountain P.A. 
Acf irity 

Watershed 
Rofetence Numbw 

W-l .7 

RECOM%NOATION N-7.1 

Identify watershed needs and implement land treatments, water control structures, 
and/'or grazing systems through the development of AMPS and HPIPs. Establish 
a monitoring program in conjunction with the rangeland program which together 
will evaluate and guide management actions to improve watershed condition. 

RATIOFIALE -- 

All watershed improvement projects should be coordinated with the range and 
wildlife programs. Watershed problems resulting from overgrazing will be 
addressed in the Henry Nountain Grazing EIS and adjustments will be determined 
and implemented through the revision or development of A!4Ps and HMPs. 

Watershed areas with severe condition .classifications should be closed to 
ORV use. An ORV program will be implemented to'monitor the planning area 
for existing, andLpotentia1 problem areas. 

SUPPORT NEEDS 

-Allotment Management Plans 
-Habitat Flanagenent Plans 
ARangeland Nonitoring Plan 
-0R.V Monitoring Plan 
-0RtV closure on severe erosion condition areas 

MULTIPLE USE ANALYSIS -- 

Alternatives and impacts will be addressed in the Henry Mountain Grazing 
Environmental Impact Statement scheduled for completion in October 1982. 

*’ 

. 
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tlcnry :lwrnt~!i n P.A. 
..----_ --.-- ..-- ---.- ._.... -. 

Ud tcrs hed 
_-----.-- -___ 

F.;[JLTIF’LE USE f?ECf$‘iE;ll!!,TIO:I I.!-1 .I -- 

Accept the specialist recomxndation as u;ritten. 

RATIOrlALE 

Effective xatershed qaintenancc and improvement requiring land treatment or 
grc!zing syste;:is i:: addition to w;:tet- c.ontrol strict ures should be identified 
and developed in coordination t/iti Z?? and H!lP development'. A coordinated 
effort will assure that all users as well as the watershed resources will 
benefit from any management actions. 

SUPPflRT NEEDS 

Implement the support needs identified under the specialist recommendation. 

9ECISION W-l.1 ---.- 

Accept the multiple use recommendation and the identified support needs. 
i 

RATIONALE 

The rationales for the specialist and multiple use recommendations adequately 
discuss and support the desirability and need for this action. 

n 



Aclivity 

Ha 1-e rs heel 
- --_ 

Objccfivo Nurrhr 
LJ-: 
--- 

I SSlJE -- 

Soil erosjon and g;llly developrlent h,l ale been occurring at the headwaters of 
SQlffh Cr;l& in the zasty Flat allbtr;:~:l';. i!hat steps should be taken to reverse 
this kI;t:;li-siled proSi?:;? 

Soil t?rOjiOC has been identified on an area located on the west side of Et. Ellen 
proper just inside the liasty Flat allotnent boundary. This area has been given a 
critical soil erosion condit4on classification &id special mnagetsent action is 
needed to correct the situation. The xain factor contributing to this-condition 
has bee;; the livestock overgazing per3itt.e d on the steep slopes which characterize 
the area. 

RLPi objectives are to wstore, t?aintain and improv e soil productivity to enhance 
oh-site resource uses ~t:~!, ';1[~9 Manual 1603,3a), and to achfeve, on public lands taken 
a.s a whole over tiine, a balanced use of ecosystems considering the need for 
protection of environinental values, production and use consistent with sustained 
productive capacity (BLM Fianual 1602,C(2b)). _ 
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UNiTElI STATES 

D~f'kNThi-;ENT DF THE I;ITERIOR 

* f3UflEAl.l Oi LArdD MAihXEXtNT 

MAb!Air,V:;ENi FRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOir?hlENOATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

NomohFP) 

Henry Mountain P.A. 
Activity 

Watershed 

Reference Number 

w-2.1 

RECOMf-IETIDATION W-2.1 -- 

Develop a special management plan for an area located on the west side of Mt. 
Ellen proper frcm !!asty Flat south to South Creek Ridge and east to the ridge 
line (see attached map). Emphasize (1) the elimination of livestock grazing, 
and, (2) hand seeding and raking in the more critical erosion areas. Apply full 
fire su~pr:e;sion on the area until the critical areas are stabilized, Estabiish 
a monitoring program to evaluate the success of the rehabilitation effort. 
Develop and begin implementation of this plan by the end of FY 1983. 

RATIONALE 

A recent survey of the area showed a critical erosion condition class. The 
area is characterized by steep slopes and shallow soils, which both contribute 
to a runoff problem. 

In the past, the entire area was heavily grazed by sheep which has resulted in 
an erosion problem. Presently, the area is grazed primarily by Buffalo with 
occasional cattle use. The change from'sheep to cattle has resulted in some 
improvement. .However, buffalo will continue to be a concern until the re- 
vegetation is completed because their use can not be completely controlled. 
The only other controlling grazing factor is the elimination of cattle use. 
.The monitoring program will indicate if further management actions are needed 
(e.g., fencing in particular areas). 

SUPPORT NEEDS 

-Develop Nasty Flat Watershed Management Plan by the end of FY 1983 
-Coordination with AMP and HMP development 
-Hand seeding and raking 
-Rangeland Monitoring Plan 
-0RV Monitoring Plan and ORV restrictions 

MULTIPLE USE Analysis 

RANGE - This action would have an insignificant negative impact to livestock in 
the area. Based on observations made by BLM range personnel, livestock use in 
the area is practically non-existent. Most use in area is made by buffalo; 

Improving the veget,ative cover in the area would be a positive benefit to 
rangeland resources. Reduced sediment loss, soil stabilization and a balanced 
use of vegetation to maintain and enhance the range resource is a management 
goal for al7 public lands. 

WATERSHED - This action would have a positive impact to the watershed in the 
area. Seeding and hand raking are needed on some areas where runoff and 

S" contiriued grazing disturbance have prevented a natural revegetation in the 
gullies. Use of this type of special management plan will provide visible 
benefits over a longer time period (10 to 15 years). 



\ 

RECOM1MENOATION -ANALYSIS-OEClS(ON CONTINUED: , 

WILDLIFE - This action would have a long term positive impact on wildlife 
habitat because the area would receive protection from livestock grazing in 
conjunction with hand seeding and raking in the mere critical erosion areas. 
Improvement to watershed which increase vegetative cover and improve key 
forage species will naturally benefit wildlife. Eliminating livestock grazing 
will reduce the competitive pressure for forage on an area identified as 
crucial-critical summer habitat for deer. The mcnitoririg program will help 
identify any deteriorating conditions which could occur if concentrated use 
develops. 

RECREATION - This action would benefit recreation and visual resources because 
gullying would be prevented on a road which is used for recreation access. 

ALTERNATIVE 1 

Develop a special management plan similar to the recommendation and incorporate 
the following modifications: 

a. Construct approximately 5 to 6 miles of fence to eliminate all 
grazing use. 

b. Contour trench and/or furrow in the critical areas. 
c. Construct gully plugs where appropriate. 

MULTIPLE USE ANALYSIS 

This alternative would have the same.impact as those identified in the multiple- 
use analysis for the recommendation (W-2.1): The major positive impact from 
this alternative is the reduced time it would take for the rehabilitation 
effort to succeed. Implementing the above modifications should produce improv- 
ements to the watershed area within 3 to 5 years. 

The fencing would assure the elimination of all livestock grazing and ORV use on 
the steep slopes. Contour trenching and/or furrowing would be constructed to 
retain precipitation on-site to reduce runoff and sediment yield, and to increase 
soil moisture. Gully plugs would also provide a means of retaining the on site 
water and help prevent the loss of soil from runoff erosion. 

The major drawback with this alternative is the cost associated with the added 
modifications. The following per unit costs would have.to be dealt with if 
the alternative is implemented: 

1. Per unit .cost of constructing gully plugs 
$900 + l/3 WM ($625) =. $1,525 

. 

2. Per mile cost of constructing fence (includes survey, design and 
contract supervision).. 

$3,760 + l/2 WM ($1,250) = $5,010 . 

3. Per mile cost to maintain fence = $376. 

7 





RECOfii~~ENDATIDI'J-ANALYSIS- DECISION CONTINUED: 
-.-. 

4, Cost to construct 2 contour trenches across treatment area 
$6,000 + l/2 WM ($1,250) = $7,250 

ALTERPIATIVE 2 (No Action) 

Take no action to create a special management plan to address the watershed 
problem on the west side of Mt. Ellen. 

MULTIPLE USE ANALYSIS 

RANGE/WATERSHED - This alternative would have a negative impact to rangeland 
and watershed resources because no action would be taken to correct the gullying, 
sediment loss and lack of vegetation in the critical areas. Runoff in the 
area has been a problem because of steep slopes and shallow soils. Grazing by 
both livestock and wildlife could put pressure on the existing vegetation, 
resulting in an aggravation of the existing situation. No action would be 
contrary to good ran.geland/watershed management. 

WILDLIFE - This alternative would have a significant negative impact to wildlife 
since this area -has been identified as crucial,-critical summer habitat for 
deer. This impact would occur if grazing competition increases and vegetative 
cover is reduced. Because crucial-critical habitat is essential for the 
continued existence of that dependent species, every effort should be taken to 
enhance this habitat. The no action alternative fails to protect the habitat. 

RECREATION - This alternative would have a negative impact to recreation. A 
recreation road which crosses the watershed could eventually become impassible 
requiring additional costs to upgrade and maintain it. Visual resources would 
continue to diminish in a VRM Class II area. These conditions could be 
expected to deteriorate if no action is taken to prevent them. 

. 

a 



Accept the specialist recommendation with the fol1oGing modifications: 

a. Place e;:;phasis on the construction of check dams and the hand raking and 
seeding of critical erosion areas. 

See the rationale for the specialist recommendation. 

Heavy sheep us2 in the past has been identified as one of the major contributors 
to the area's poor condition. Presently, most use in the area is by bison 
with only occasional use by cattle. The area's watershed condition has imprcved 
slo~:ly since th2 c?ange in use. YowexJer, the cost of eliminating the occasional 
cattle use is not justified when compared to the.expected degree of watershed 
inprovc:-:cnt. Implementation of the support needs should improve the critical 
areas and mitigate the gullying. 

Alternative 1 p:as not chosen because the construction and maintenance costs 
for the gully plugs, contour trenches, and fence needed to restrain the bison 
are not econoz;ically justifiable. The specialist recommendation will accGmplish 

L the same results over a longer period time and the monitoring program will 
assure that these improvements are occurring. 

Alternative 2 was not chosen because the BLM is required by legislation, 
Executive Order and regulations to improve, protect and maintain water and 
soil resources. Since there are still critically rated erosion areas ien the 
watershed, management actions must be developed t.o correct these problems if 
BLM is to meet its responsibilities. 

SUPPORT NEEDS: 

Implement the support needs identified. under the specialist recommendation. 

____________--------------,-----_------- 

DECISION w-2.1 

Accept the. multipl, e use reco,mmendation and the identified support needs. 

The rationales for the specialist and multiple use reconmendations adequately 
discuss and supper, + the desirability and need for this action. 



(&jEC-i-I\/E 
_I-- 

Reduce ti;~ stream flax velxity, stabilize the strewn bed and reduce the current 
rate oF sit-es bank erosion in tile Cull Creek drainage. 

A recent analysis of 81~1T Creek and the surrounding resources was conducted 
during the suxler of 1930. The analysis showd an accelerated rate of erosion 
caused by road construction through Sa>r:lill Basin. This road construction was 
respocsikle for the reixval of stream Zeandicrs, causino an jncreased stream 
gradient and stream velocity. Severe chatxTc1 cutting has occurred in many 
segxents of the creek. 

! 

. . 

One severely affected area is the sqwnt of the creek running beside the 
Lonesxie barer campground. The aesthetic quality of the area has been de- 
graded and-safety hazards exist because of steep 10 -to 15 foot banks cut along 
the stream. 

BLM objectives are to reduce and control flood and sediment damage, both on and 
off public lands (ELM Manual 1603.E3c). 

Additional authority for BLM involvement in water resources include: 

1; Water Protection and Flood Prevention Act (P.L. 566) of August 4, 1954; 
authorizing watershed improvements to prevent damage from erosion, flood- 
water, and sediment. 

2. 

3. Executive Or6,?!- 11537 of February 4, 1370. 

4. 

5. 

* 

/,.. - -. / 

*. 
e 

‘. 

Federal Land Policy and Kanagement Act of 7976. Section 102 decfares that 
"the public lands 5e xaila,.-.-$ 134 i? a manner that will protect.the quality of 
scientific, scenic, historical, ecological,. environmental, air and atmos- 
phere, ~_ter reSOiJrCeS and archaeOlOCJlCa1 values...". 

. ‘. 

: 
. 
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UNITED STATES 
DEPARTil?iENT OF THE INTERIOR _ 

BUREAU Of LAND hWAGEP.lENT 

Reference Number 
w-3.1 

RECO'lI,!E~,1Di~TIOrl W-3.1 

Develop a special ar.ea management plan for the Bull Creek drainage that re- 
cognizes the existing stream channel problems and emphasizes the use of ga- 
bions, trash collectors, and large rock flow energy dissipators (see attached 
map) b Eliminate grazing in the drainage or, at a minimum, exclude grazing by 
fencing along those stream segments of Bull Creek where damage is occurring. 
Apply full fire suppression with options to use fire management to enhance 
vegetation and restrict OR\/ use to existing roads-. Develop and implement this 
management plan by the end of FY 1983. 

RATIONALE 

This area is recognized as needing special management and treatment to solve 
the accelerated erosion and destruction in the 3~11 Creek drainage. Some "stop 
gap" measures were initiated in an attempt to slow down the stream velocities, 
but these actions have not proved to be sufficient and additional measures are 
needed to address the overall drainage problem., 

A study completed in 1980 identified the drainage problems resulting from the 
road construction. Many stream segments were straightened which in,creased the 
flow velocity and streambank erosion. In some cases, there has been so much 
channel damage that restoration of past stable conditions is impossible. The 
stream has cut to a rocky subsurface depth in many segments and is considered 
to have a fairly stable stream bottom. Therefore reducing stream velocity 
appears to be the only solution to reducing bank sloughing and cutting. 

Use of gabions and trash collectors will increase the water holding capacity of 
the stream, help stabilize the streambed, and reduce stream gradient.and 
velocity. Large boulders strategically placed in the stream will help reduce 
or eliminate much of the bank cutting and erosion caused by high spring runoff. 
Elimination of grazing along the more serious erosion areas will provide an 
opportunity to establish much needed vegetation. 

Unless these actions are implemented, flow velocity and stream gradient will 
continue to increase and the Lonesome Beaver campground will eventually be 
washed away. In the meantime, a safety hazard exists to the campground visitor. : 

SUPPORT NEEDS 

-Develop Bull Creek Drainage Watershed Management Plan by the end of FY 1983 
-0W Floni toring Plan and restrictions 
-Allotment Management Plan for Sawmill Basin 
-Habitat Management Plans for buffalo and fisheries in this drainage 
-Determine water rights from Bull Creek 
-Complete Utah State Application to Alter a Natural Stream - Form 93R 
-Complete Corps of Engineer's General Permit - Form 015 . 



~~C~~~~~,1~~OATION-A~ALYSlS-D~CIS~ON CONTINUED: i 

MULTIPLE USE A!i,rlLYSIS 

RAEG - This action would have a positive impact on the rangeland resources 
by improving vegetation cover and decreasing the annual loss of soil by 
slowing the water velocity. 

Restricting live stock grazing would have a negative impact. The degree of 
impact would depend on the acres involved and the AiJMs lost. 
are expected to be fenced so most impacts would be minor. 

No large areas 

WATERSHED -'This action would have a significant positive impact if the 
special management plan was able to accomplish the stated objective. The 
area has been disturbed by road construction and. the natural stream channel 
has been changed causing accelerated erosion and excessive down stream 
sedic:entation. The mnagment plan would provide direction for stream 
improvement and engineering expertise to control rapid stream discharge. 
This would help stabilize stream bank erosion and help slow the stream 
velocity. 

WILDLIFE - This action would have a positive impact on riparian habitat used 
by all wildlife species in the area and would help create the potential for a 
cold water fishery. These improvements would result in a greater diversity of 
wildlife which would enhance both the biological environment and the recreation 
opportunities. This recommendation complements Wildlife recommendation WL-1.1, 
(reintroducion of beaver) because the construction of small dams help slow 
stream velocity and stabilize the Bull Creek Drainage. 

RECREIATION - This action would have a significant positive impact on'the 
Lonesome Beaver campground and Dandelion Flat picnic area. If the accelerated 
strea.mbank erosion is not checked, both recreation areas could be lost. There 
is also a significant positive impact to public safety. Unstabilized stream- 
banks are dangerous to recreationists using the campground and picnic areas. 
Adults and children not familiar with the risks of fast moving streams or the 
potential for the streambank to give way could be seriously injured or killed. 

SOCIOECONOMIC - Costs associated with the recommendation include construction ' 
of .gabions, fencing to restrict livestock grazing and perhaps fencing along the 
campgrounds for public safety, and the reinsertion of Qeanders which could 
include bridges and cuTverts. Average per unit costs for these structures are 
as follows: 

1. Estimated per unit cost of gabions, trash collectors and large rock 
placement $1,950 (including labor). 

2. Estimated per mile cost to survey, design, and construct fencing including 
. material - $3,800 (including labor). -' 

) -__. 
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! RECOMhlENDATlON-AFIALYSIS-OECISION CONTIhEO: 

3. Approximate cost per bridge - $2,500 (including labor). 

4. Approximate cost per culvert - $1,575 (including labor). 

5. Reinsertion of meanders (l/2 mile per day - $720.) 

ALTER!?'ATIVE 1 (No Action) - 

Take' no action to correct the existing situation in the Bull Creek drainage. 

MULTIPLE USE ANALYSIS 

If no action is taken, streambank stability would continue to deteriorate 
and stream velocity would continue to increase, adding to the,overall degredation 
of the watershed. Safety hazards would significantly increase each year in 
the adjacent campground and picnic areas. 

. 

. 
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See the rationale for the specialist recommendation. 

This recow!endation provides ELF4 with managewnt opiims t' 
responsibility for preventing damage from erosion, flootiw 
Safety hazards wuld be reduced through a positive prqrx- 
stability, 

SUPPGRT VEEDS 

Implement the support needs identified under the specizlis 
. 

DECISIOV W-3.1 

.: i; l 

7. 

Accept the multiple use recommendation and the identiikd 
I 

'RATIODALE 

The rationales for the specialist and multiple use reczz :ely 
discuss and support the desirability and need for this art. 



ISSUE --- 

Execl:tivq Q-Ser 11923 dirests Ml to identify and consider all sensitive areas 
(' ~tl.3n;is and f!oollpl.ai5s) i'n acq;Gring, 
1;;;;: i 

managing axl disposing of public 
;.;))A t iryna';Lrl'rt 3 -. lLll actions ar.3 needed to insure conpliance Cth this 

Executive Order? 

Reduce 6x risk of flood loss and nfninize the impact cf floods on hunan safety, 
health arid ~21 fare. 

F?ATI OfiALE 

Every y-U o=r floods cause millions of dollars of daraage to privat'e property which 
has bee:1 developed along the nation's kateways. Vast sums of money have been 
spent on a wide variety of engineering .ceasures intended to reduce flood crests 
and to retain flood waters within specified bounds. Loss of life and property 
could be precluded if proper land us2 planning Eeasdres hre undertaken. 

F,L!l ohjxtives are to reduce and control flood and sediment danage, both on and 
off the public lands (3i.2 t%ual 1633,Ek), and provide the public an environ- 
ment safe and free from av:oidable hazard klhile on public fands (FL!: Manual 

.16;2xj. . 

, 

. 

. 
- 

. 

- . 

: 

. 
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Henry Mountain P.A. 
Activity 

Watershed 
Refaronce NLtmbsr 

w-4.1 

RECO!I:%NDATION W-4 1 . 

Designate all public lands in the' Henry Mountain planning area lying within the 
100 year f'loodplain as unsuitable ,for disposal, coal mining, or any other develoo- 
ment unless it is determined through consultation with BLM and other appropriate' 
government agencies that the land use can be undertaken without substantial threat 
of loss to people, property, and beneficial values of the floodplain area. 

RATIONALE 

Various land use activities must be limited in those areas where there is a one 
percent or greater chance of a flood occurring in any given year. Flash floods 
are a particular concern in the planning area. 

Executive Order 11338 of May 24, 1977 directs each agency "to reduce the risk of 
flood loss, to minimize the impact'of floods on human safety, health and welfare, 
and to restore and preserve the natural and beneficial values served by floodplains 
in carrying out its responsibilities for 1) acquiring, managing, and disposing of 
Federal lands and facilities; 2) providing Federally undertaken, financed, or 
assisted construction and improvements; 

,*programs affecting land use, 
and 3) conducting Federal activities and 

including but not limited to water and related land 
resources planning, regulating, and licensing activities." 

The Executive Order also directs each agency to develop either (1) appropriate 
restrictions and/or stipulations when property on floodplains is proposed for 
leasing, easements, rights-of-way or disposal to non-federal public or private 
parties, or (2) withhold such properties from conveyance. 

SUPPORT NEEDS 

-Delineate 100 year floodplains and develop mitigating measures when necessary 
to prevent threat of loss to people, property and beneficial values of the 
floodplain area. 

MULTIPLE USE ANALYSIS 

This action could have a negative impact to mineral resources if mining activities 
are precluded from extracting any valuable minerals in the floodplains. 
In most cases, the only restrictions which would be placed on the mining company 
would be to restrict the location of any permanent surface facilities and storage 
of overburden in the'floodplain. 

The major benefit would be associated with property protection. Every year 
millions of dollars are lost to flood damage. Reducing this risk through sound 
land use management policies benefits all levels of government as well as the 
private property of the genera? public. _. 
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AcCePt the recor.r::?t::?ztion as written. 

See the rationale for the specialist recommendation. 

rhnokIFf) 

Henry !lountain p .------------.- -.--- _-_.____ 
Activity 

Waters!let! 
-_-.----- mu-._ 

Rofctcrrce Number 

M-4.1 ----_I ------=:T;;--V --.. ._. _ _ - .- --._ 

There is a geologic potential 
oil axI 93s) in th2 Henry 

for devefopxnt pf mineral resources (coal, uranium, 
Zountain Plannfng area where thun<erstorns and flash 

floods are knwn to occur. Identification of these floodplains protlides BLP! an 
opportunity to evaluate tke potential for downstream damage and apply necessary 
stipwlaticns Gn the mining activities. 

Implement the supper-t needs identified under the specialist recommendation. 

DECISIO:! K-4.7 

Accept'the multiple use recommendation and the identified support needs. 

RAT1 OFiALE 

The rationales for the specialist and multiple use recommendations 
discuss and support the desirability and need for this action. 

adequately 

. 
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llatersiled 
Objective Number 

! ’ ACTlVllY OBJECTIVE 

p.r?i.l:c t+c loss of s.zf! fr:~ tl:c site iv?!;0 t!;: !Jirtg Devil'River and subsequently into 
Lake Poweil. 
considerably. 

Also the productivity of the gulch above the headcut can be improved 

RATIONALF --,---.zL 



RE&rj:-!i:ET;DdTIO'I - W-5 --e-w- 

Eliminate do:nestic stock grazing in the ?eadow Gulch area of the Hanksville Allot- 
writ by mewis of constructing a fence tipproximately 1 mile long by 200 yards wide 
above tile hcadcut (encloses approximately 50 acres). 

Provide engineering analysis during FY 83 of an erosion control structure designed 
to control water flow and soil movement in kleadow Gulch Wash. 

Plant shrub and tree species at the headcut site with adequate protection from 
grazing to allow for plant establishment. 

pJ-/-I”“:! . %.,L. E 

The ideadow Gulch headcut is moving up the drainage basin 25' to 103' per year 
elirnin~ting the c ;!tire b/sttoin as tile erosion p recess :?oves up the prash gradient, The 
headc!lt is approximately 330 feet from bank to bank, and 25 feet deep. At least 
9,030 cu, yds. of soil are estimated to be lost each year. 

Prel,iminary data shows f-he ij2;6.3;.; Gulch ar;?a abc.;e the headcut involves a 26 square 
mile flood plain producing a 25 year storm with a water depth of 8.8 ft. and a flow of 
4,.649 cfs. A 100 year storm would involve a water depth of 9.7 ft. and flow of 
8,448 cfs. 

In addition to actual soil loss, this heaductting process also lowers .the water table 
that, underlies the wash. This may involve the entire drainage basin, depending on 
soil porosity and underlying bedrock structure df the area. 

SVIM data shows the site is capable of producing approximately 740 lbs/acre of grass. 
The site presently produces 77 lbs/acre of grass. SVIM data also shows the site is 
capable of *producing approximately 40% grass, 10% forbs and 25% shrubs, while the site 
is presently producing 6% grass, 3% forbs and 91% shrubs. 

. .Present season of use for cattle is September 1 to May 31, and for sheep is October 1 
to May 5. Present actual use for cattle is October 1 to Hay 31, and.for sheep is 
December 16 to March 31. This late spring grazing through May 31 each year by cattle ' 
prevents perennial plants such as Indian ricegrass, sand dropseed and alkali sacaton 
from establishing. Annuals are now the basic grazing resource. 

An existing well and reservoir in Meadow Gulch Wash just above the headcut'provide a 
water source that concentrates use on this badly deteriorated rangeland. 

Planting shrub species such as spreading rabbit brush (c. linifolius), and four- 
wing saltbush at the headcut site will provide additional soil loss control and 
stabilization. 
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Fencing an area approximately one half mile wide by two miles long (640 acres) 
tb exclude grazing, in an attenpt to stop a hcadcut the size of t-lcadorg Gulch 

-would be largely cxperimcntal. The objective is a) to establish shrubs and 
trees at and around the hcadcut to hold the soil and stop the sloughing and - 
movement of the headcut, and b) to reduce the intensity of grazing in the - 

------surroundin area by including the stock water near the headcut within the fenced 
area. Studi.es have shclwn that runoff can be reduced by 30% and sediment yield 
can be reduced by 4% within two years by eliminating grazing (*tusby lg70)..- of 
fencing the stock water effectively eliminates or significantly reduces grazing 
in the inn:ediate area it could be expected that ground cover would increase and 
runoff and sediment yield would decrease.: Therefore; the headcut would be -. -- 
subject to less surface associated erosion. It has also been speculated that 
the headcutting action comes from subsurface saturation of the soil, resulting 

'inthe sloughing of soil into the wash. If this is the case, establishment of 
‘trees and shrubs b,ould aid in holding the soil and siphoning water from the 
'Saturated area thus..possibly.stabilizing-the headcut."' *- :r' --, TT-- 'z:* 
.- . . - -2. .--. . . . _- - - .- - . -. ___ . ..-.. '-, -__ ".., I- -. __ .;.-- 
Data prep? - .rod for the Meadow Gulch headcut.in support of, MFP recommendatjons is .i 
site-specific. A. broader over-view of the watershed shows a-deteriorated 
situation on all ma.jor'wash bottom sites {strata 0976) in the Hanksville Allotment. 
Along- with Meadow Gulch;-this- strata' includes- Dry.Val-ley--.\fash, Collie Wash,- and . s_ 
Cow b/ash. :-:.: .- : i - :: . . : : y-5 ..: _._ -_. I _ 5 - 
-Fry-T +r- ..- --yt-~"~iE-> j - .*.*lr+ -'$py.f i r 1 ":~-i~\.,=-~~~--l.~~-f.3~~. F-pqy.-p& = - e. .- 

The.poor condition of th - -- .- - 
-. . . - - - - -1 _-' _ . r. . -. - . : {,p-r;-------- 

e vege'tation shows .these' wash bottoms are ideal livestock. 
use areas due to gentle terrain, 
(51 

shelter Worn wind and close proximity to five 
water sources. 

.. from doing so. 
Cattle WilJ continue to use theseareas unless prevented 

Under these conditions, even a small number of-animals-will be - . ~ 
-- Sufficient to keep the area from-reaching-its-range site potential. 

_ ..--.-2Jies-igni.fi cancfa2-f -tbe-currPntsituat - i-nn-h-tiis-stra.ta.-caa- beY:seen.inthe 1' .-~-A..- - 
following data:- .In total, the wash bottom strata (0916) in the Hanksville . . 
Allotment involves 806 acres and produces 14.7 AlJW's. However, this strata !is 

. 

capable of producing around 370 AUR's. The entire strata is now considered 
unsuitable for livestock use due to. grazing capacity of more than 32 acres/AUM. . 

.Approximately 30% of this wash' bottom:strata-is 1n iteadbw Gulch-above'the-: T.--L-.; _ 

M ,-,-‘Z 
. 

h&cut. i. s:-t.i~;~ t~,,~~~~~~~~~: i.iti:,: i~-~-~T.:e~ee~ fy * f, $, . .f:f -f- ,.s;s. ._ 
. -. :.- .1 -- - - .- _ -em - ,'* -_ 

-Grazing -management alone may'nbt'meet-the..obfective;'.~Some-type-of:eibsion. : . --' 

_. 
. 

' 
control structure.should-also-.be..considered.: 
facility or-headcut retaining structure. 

Thjs:wouf$~nvolve:a-water spreading. . 

ir,. -. --- - . e-e .- SC- >-..... c- . =- rz,-';.. -.c %;, -.;..- - -. -.- --c '"-Z' . * .ba--ui: '-. W' .r,: . SST 4 .; -- '7 c~~'t.~::y f;?y'. - ,‘; 
Sln& the meadow culch-;ssue was only recently identi;ied,-necessary data for a 
specific recommendation on,.-an erosion control structure is lacking. An engineering 
anily$s*'is needed ~-~-identify-‘proje~~cos‘i-'and determine'-effectiveness of 

-.-.__ 

several possible construction. alternatives, I- :L:-:'.z:L ~1 .:I: ::'z-c z': 
..-. . . _.-. - .^_. ..-__- ___ . --- __ --.. Ic -.... -:-^A _ .-.-. ..a._ 4"-.-_- -. -.--. .-- 

I" BLVl has the obligation' of reducing watershed damage such as occurs on the lieadow 
Gulch area. Renefits to watershed incl.ude decreased soil erosion, increased 
vegetative cover, improved plant.composition, better forage quality, and a 
stabilized water table. . . 
. . . . 

: : ..' 1..:. : I. : * _, :,; :--* . .;.;..-. 'y': '._. : .:.L:.2.. .- .i+:.';. ._ ~ -.. .-.. ' . . . . . a;*: * - * *- '. 'I. . 
.I . 

* *. '. . 
. . *.' . . . 



I RECOhlMrlENOATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION CONTINUED: 

Acce:~t t:le speciti1ist.s recommendation as written. Hoxever, provide the engineer- 
ii:J a;lalysis during FY 84 (instead of FY 23) because current schedules have 
given priority to watershed plans for* Dull Creek and Nasty Flat. Request funds 
for fencing and rev-g L <station during preparation of FY 84 AWP. 

RATIOriAiE ---- 

The specialists recommendation adequately discusses the need for this action. 
These steps will be monitored and reevalua ted as neit data becomes available. 

Sl!PPOPT bIEF!X --,I-.-L..--:L- 

Imple,xnt the support needs identified under the specialists recommendation 
according to the time frames dwelopoij in the ;i;iltiplc Use Recommz-ndation. 

DECISIOl 

Accept ,the Xultiple-Use Recommendation. 



. . . -v-L, -. 

. 

-1mplcslent grazing management which will allow natural restoration of site to 
vegetative potential and provide protection to plantings. 

-Obtain engineering analysis of erosion control structure. 

Flultiple Use Analysis 

,140 significant impacts were identified in lands, recreation, minerals, forestry 
or wildlife. Impacts .to watershed were described in the rationale for the 
recommendation. other identified impacts are shown as follows: 

. 

RANGE . : 
i 

MO impacts to iivestock, livestock operations or permittees have been identified 
that would result from this proposal, assuming that grazing continues at about 
average licensed use (2,433 AUl"ls). . . 

-. . 
Average licensed use is 42% of preference on Hanksville Allitment and the amount _ 
of forage available to livestock exceeds preference by 13% (Btf.4 1382). The 

* . amount 'of forage available is based on the use of all livestock waters.on the 
allotment. Therefore; if grazing use should increase, alternate water sources 

. would need to be developed. .+. . ... _ -_ _ _ ;: - _ -. . __ 
: - 

. Fencing livestock access to water at Meadow Gulch will increase the intensity of 
grazing and trailing at.other waters on the allotment. '. 

- 
Alternative 1 *. . . . . . 

Take'no action'to reduce headcutting along Pleadow Gulch. * . . : : : _, 
. 

Multiple Use Analysis . * ** 
. . 

No significant impacts were identified in lands,' minerals, forestry, recreation 
or wildlife. Identified impacts incluae: . 

* 

l WATERSHED . . 
. . 

. 

Headcutting will continue until the soil mantle in Meadow Gulch is gone. This 
will permanently damage the watershed and eliminate any chance of restoring . 

*_ vegetative production. This will cause loss of livestock grazing capability on 'I 
.an area that has provided the major source,of forage on a sizable portion of the 
Hanksville Allotment. .I 

RANGE . 
. -. 

It-.has been calculated from aerial photos that the Meadow Gulch headcut has 
moved 7bO feet i,n 26.ycqrs (BLM 1382). The hradcut is 330'feet wide, therefore. 
.it can be calculated'that about 5 acres of rangeland is lost every 25 years. 
With no action, the rate of 10s‘~ would continue, and the loss of ‘this rangeland . 

. . would'be irreversible. . . 
. a-. I 

. . . 
. : , . . - 



UNITED STATES 

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 

BUREAUOFLANO MANAGEMENT . 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 
ACTIVITY OBJECTIVE 

Name (M F P) 
. HP~JV -7 n 

Activity 

Wildlife 
Objective Number 

WL-3 

ISSUE 

To increase the number of big game animals, especially bison and muie deer, by 
increasing the number of AlJMs reserved for wildlife. 

OBJECTIVE 

Maintain and improve rangeland conditions and implement big game use levels 
which do not exceed the carrying capacity of the range. . 

RATIONALE 

An ever increasing number of the local and regional public is demanding that 
their pursuit of big game animals be improved by an increased hunter percent 
success ratio. As this demand continues to increase, the public will become 
aware that an increase in big game numbers is primarily dependent upon avail- 
able AUils given to big gam e via the forage allocation process. At the present 
time, it is easy for big game to overpopulate their 'share" of the range 
because that share is so iow when compared to that which has been allocated to 
livestock. As shown in the PAA, there is a need for and,a public demand for 
increased numbers of big game animals for recreational,purposes (see Recrea- 
tion section of this MFP). The impacts on the natural environment would be 
minimal if this objective is obtained. There would, however, be considerable 
impact on some local livestock users. This would be compensated for by the 
greater benefits to a greater number of other public land users. 

, 



UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAN0 MANAGEMENT ' 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION . 

NamehFP) 

Henry Mountain p.A. 
Activity 

Wildlife 
Reference Number 

RECOMMENDATION WL-3.1 

Provide the following forage allocations on crucial bison/mule deer range and sub- 
stantial value antelope and desertbighorn sheep ranges (See MFP 1 Table 1). 

'RATIONALE 

The Henry Mountain Planning Area (HMPA) was originally divided into the East ' 
Mountain, West Mountain-and Mountain Proper Units. The 1964-67 adjudication 
process reserved wildlife AUMs according to these Units rather than by allotment 
(BLM, 1964). These reservations took into consideration former cooperative agreements 
with the Utah Division of Wildlife Resources (UDWR) for a 1940 elk transplant and 
a 1941 bison transplant. 

The adjudication process reserved a total of 7,495 AU& for wildlife, 4,500.for 
deer, 1050 for bison and 1,945 unidentified AUMs for any specific wildlife species. 
It is important to note that the reservation of wildlife AUMs by allotment has 
never been completed. 

On the West Mountain Unit, a total of 883 AUM's were reserved for wildlife in the 
following areas: 

I :: 

2 

2: 
7. 
8. 
9. 
10. 

East part of Apple Brush Bench below.the P-J line. 
Tarantula Mesa. 
Pennell Creek Benches and Pennell' Roughs. 
Coyote and Wolverton Benches, south of Trachyte Creek and east of Coyote. 
The P-J belt all the way around the mountain in the West Mountain Unit. 
Cedar Mesa. 
Indian Spring Benches. 
Black Hole and Cat Ranch area. 
Little Rockies. 
Swap Mesa. 

Of the total AUMs reserved for wildlife on this Unit, 139 deer AUMs were reserved 
on Swap Mesa. The Bureau of Land Management (1964) assured the UDWR that only 120 
AUMs of livestock use would be allowed in those areas reserved for wildlife on this i 
Unit. 

On the Mountain Proper Unit, a total of 5,550 AUMs, 4,500 and 1,050 for deer and 
bison respectively, were reserved for wildlife. Table 1 shows the breakdown of 
these AUMs by allotment. The Dry Lakes allotment was declared as unsuitable for 
livestock and all the AUMs in this allotment were subsequently reserved for bison. 
The 1962-63 Range survey, upon which the original adjudication was based, indicated 
there was 417 livestock AUMs (District files) and 499 wildlife AUMs in this allotment. 

On the East Mountain Unit, a total of 1,062 AUMs were reserved for wildlife,. 
' Within the three Units mentioned above most of the P-J zone was reserved for . . .i wildlife. This included the area around King Ranch, Apple Brush Bench, Stevens 

. . : Narrows, Turn of Bullfrog, Pipehole springs, Scratch Canyon, Black Hole, Cat Ranch 



RECO~~~~E~~DATIOPI-ANALYSIS- DECISION CONTINUED: 

hole Springs, Scratch Canyon, Black:Hole, Cat Ranch, Coyote Bench, Eagle Benches, 
Horseshoe Basin, Birch Spring (North.end of mountain), Dry Lakes, Lost Spring, 
Oak Springs, Cedar Creek, Tarantula Mesa, one half of Swap Mesa, Cedar Mesa, 
North Wash, most of Trachyte Wash and the Little Rockies. 

Since the adjudication there have been numerous projects undertaken to increase 
wildlife AUMs. For instance, the UDWR was involved in the planning, funding and 
maintenance of many habitat .improvement projects. In. addition, the UDWR has also 
leased thirteen state sections, seven of which are in crucial.bison habitat, 
specifically for wildlife. The UDWR also retired the AUMs in the Dry Lakes 
allotment entirely for wildlife. 

A Management Framework Plan for the Henry Mountain Planning Area was completed in 
1974. This plan did not break down wildlife AUMs by allotments. Although the 
plan provided a total of 7,200 AUMs, 2,400 for bison and 4,800 for deer, it 
actually reduced the total number of wildl.ife AUMs authorized in the 1964-67 
adjudication. In addition, no AUMs were specifically allocated for bighorn sheep 
or antelope. 

Considering the past MFP.decisions, the past'cooperative agreements, the past 
'wildlife reservations, the extensive development of habitat,' the current criteria 
for livestock suitability, the current leasing of state lands by UDWR in crucial- - 
critical bison habitat, the extensive range survey through SVIM and ongoing 

: habi.tat improvement projects, there should be considerable more AUMs available 
for wildlife over that authorized in the 1964-67 adjudication or allocated in the 
1974 MFP. Currently, livestock preference accounts for approximately 85 percent 
of the available forage on the planning unit. This is a disproportionate share. 
of the forage and is not in the best interest of multiple use resource management. 

. The impacts to big game populations from this imbalance in forage allocation as' 
well as poorly managed grazing systems are severe. Current big game population 
estimates indicate that since the adjudication; (1) mule deer populations have 
declined far.below pre 1964 levels and (2) antelope and desert bighorn sheep 
numbers have remained static at levels well below what would reasonably be 
expected to occur. The bison is the only big game species showing any increase 
in numbers, approximately 125 head, since the adjudication process. 

Under this recommendation, livestock acti-ve preference would be cut to 43,360 
AUMs, or approximately 75 percent of the available forage., while wildlife would 
be allocated 14,923 AUMs or approximately 25 percent of the available forage. In 
addition, no livestock grazing would be allowed on.the mountain proper allotments. 
This reallocation would result in a more equitable distribution of forage without 
severely impacting livestock operations (Note: Implementation of this alternative 
would result in the loss of only 6 percent of the total available forage to 
li;;;;;ck) while at the same time insuring healthier and larger herds of big game 

. . . 
'.. . '_ . 

: 
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MFP 1 - TABLE I 

Manage For Optintm Big Game Productfon -_ 
Bighorn 

Livestock Bison Mule Deer Antelope Sheep eurros 
Alternative Alternative Crucial Crucial Crucial AlternatIve Crucial Crucial Alternative Alternative Alternat. 

Kind of Grazing * Period of Use Grazing Llinter Summer Yearlong Grazing 
.OTMENTS Livestock Use (AUMs) Current Proposed Use (AUMS) ( AU&) (AUMs) (AUMs) 

Wintera Summera Grazing 
Use (AUMs) (AUMs) (AWs) 

Grazing Grazing 
Use (AUMs) Use (AU%) Use (A&i: 

ie Bench Cattle 2,737 

llfrog' Cattle 2,123 
Sheep 1,229 

9/l-5/31 No change. 

10/l-5/31 No change 
10/l-5/31 No change 

‘r Point Cattle 1,725 9/l-5/31 No change 
Sheep 488 10/l-5/5 No change 

.hedral d 

' k3x 

Cattle 2,366 
a 1,871 
P 495 

Cattle 1.029 

10/l-5/31 No change 

9/I-5/31 No change 

scent Ck. No livestock grazing (None) 

ksville Cattle 4,538 9/l-5/31 No change 
Sheep 1,462 .10/l-5/31 No change 

35 

tnetd Cattle 2,884 
8 967 
P 1,917 

++s. .:. 

1X-605 No change 0 

Rat 
sty 

No livestock grazing (None) 870 
(1,455) 

th Bench Cattle 306 9/l-3/31 No change 0 

nell No livestock grazing (None) 1.971 
(1,995) 

0 

(E, 

0 

0 

0 

0. 

0 

. 

0 

0 

0 

(2:) 

0 0 375 

28 0 179 
(204) 

0 0 222 

0 180 
(331) 

159 0 

35 0 240 

0 0 128 

652 218 248 
(977) (478) (530) 

0 

1,194 

0 

777 

52 

1$50 
(1,300) 

0 179 5 

143 

0 

0 

(2::) 

0 

0 

0 

(5:) 

0 

303 
(553) 

0 0 

0 0 

277 

0 0 

0 180 

253 
(443) 

0 

0 

165 
(403) 

0 

458 

0 

l29 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

9 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

. 
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Bighorn 
Livestock Bison Mule Deer Antelope. Sheep Burros 

Alternative Alternative Crucial Crucial Crucial Alternative Crucial Crucial Alternative Alternative Alternatlu 
Kind of Grazing Period of Use Grazing Winter Summer Yearlcng Grazing Grazing Grazing 

;MENTS Livestock Use (AUMs) Current Proposed Use (AIJMs) (AUMs) (AUMs) ( AUMs) 
Wintera Summera Grazing 

Use (AIJMs) (AUMs) (AUMs) Use (AUMS) Use (AU&) Use (AUNs! 

je7-s Cattle 6,439 '3/l-2/28 No change 0 
,ost' 

ties C Cattle 2,858 
Sheep Oe 

10/l-5/31 No change 0 
(None) 

!y ld Cattle 938 10/l-4/15 No change 0 
B 656 
P 282 

Sheep 210 10/l-4/15 No change 

jY 2 Cattle 701f 10/16-4/X No changef 138 105 
(309) (276) 

iy 3d Cattle 981 iO/16-4/15 No change 0 
a 301 
P 680 

Iill Basin No livetock grazing (None) 133 
(30% 

“g 
,chinec 

Cattle 

,le Butte Cattle 

hyte Cattle 
Sheep 

rpocketcpd Cattle 

Sheep 

Horse Cattle 

otal h Cattle 

Sheep 

2,646 11/l-4/15 No change 0 

1,B62g 

978 
Oe 

3,082 
a 2,918 
P 164 

711 
B 693 
P 18 

1,067 

8 35,722 
P 3,538 
B 4,082 
P 18 

10/16-5/31 No change 219 
(590) 

9/l-5/31 bo;;;nge 20 

10/l-5/31 No change 0 0 0 

10/l-5/31 No change 

12/l-6/30 No change 0 

3,657 

(5,026) 

0 

0 

0 

0 

178 
(512) 

0 

0 

357 

(a971 

0 

0 

0 

33 

0 

,3 
(309) 

0 

34 

20 

0 

2,298 

(2330) 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0' 

0 

0 

(4:) 

0 

0 

0 

1,002 

(1,299) 

392 0 374 

392 
(439) 

0 

92 0 0 0 

62 0 0 0 

21 0 0 

256 
(586) 

212 
(542) 

0 

167 0 0 

la9 
(410) 

165 

0 

0 

(E) 

0 

0 

1.122 

(2,020) 

0 

343 0 

206 0 

128 0 

5,688 960 2.622 1oc 

(7,184) 

0 

0 

a65 

1,531) 

a19 

a32 

100 i 

0 

0 0 

0 0 

0 0 

0 0 

L 

a97 0 

0 0 

64 0 

0 0 

0 0 



Livestock Bison Mole Deer 
Bighorn 

Aatelooe 
Alternative Alternative Crucial Crucial Crucial 

Sheep Burros 

Kind of Grazing Period of Use Grazing Winter Summer Yearlong 
Alternative Crucial Crucial Alternative Alternative Alternat. 

Grazing Winter Summer 
DTMENTS Livestock Use (AUMS) Current Proposed Use (AUMS) (AIIMs) (AUMs) (AU&) use (AuMs) 

Grazing Grari ng Grazing 
(AUMS)~ (AUMS)~ use (AUMs) Use (AUMS) Use (A&$ 

allotted Areas 
. 

f Lakes No livestock grazing 111 0 100 141 123 0 (432) (132) (337) : 0 0 
(319) 

nt TrailC No livestock grazing . 0 0 0 0 166 0 0 .O 808 0 

:tl e :ockiesc No livestock grazing 0 0 0 0 112 0 0 0 548 . 0 

th Caine- No Livestock grazing (except for research) 0 0 0 0 8 0 0 0 ille Mesa 0 0 

th Caine- No Livestock grazing (except for research) 0 0 0 0 12 0 0 0 ille Mesa 0 0 

t&total 111 D 100 439 0 123 0 
(432) (132) (635) 

1,356 0 
(31% 

AL 43,360 3,768 357 2,398 1,013 6,127 865 1,245 960 
(5,458) ,(897) (2.962) (1,599) (7,819) (1,531) (2,339) 

3,968 100 

tal deer AUMs are comprised of crucial summer and crucial winter ranqes only. 

mbers in ( ) are actual AUMs needed ?rom BLM-administered lands to meet UOWR's Tong-range goals; however, forage iS not available to meet these needs. 

eludes both ELM and NRA lands. 

e ltments have both ELM and National Park Lands. B = 6l.M AUMs, P = NationaT Park AU%. 

mestlc and bighorn sheep compatibility conflicts on these allotments. 

livestock grazing proposed on Swapp Mesa. 

livestock grazing proposed on Cave Flat. 

?I and URA lands only, does not include National Park. 



MFP I Table 2 shows the recomnendcd livestock grazing systems as well as land treat- 
men ts and other rangclarld devClo?rxnt; for each grazing' allotment. The table also 
sh0~1s %i;e poten%ial t.i.at coctld be realized by implemnting the support needs. 

tlFP I Table 3 details the support needs. . 
. 

.* 
] 

I 

u . 

. 
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MFP I Table 2 

Potential Additfonal AUMs With Grazing ManayPment and Proposed Land Treatment and Rangeland Improvements 
Under Management for Optitmnn Wildlife Productlon 

. 

Grazing Managementa 
Potentfal Land Treatmentsb Ranaeland Cevelooments 

Additional Big Game / Sorfnos Peservoirs Troughs Vertica Horfzonta Fences Cattle 
otments Grazinq Systems AUtfs Acres AUlfs Redev. NCW Recon. New (riles) locations Hells Wel!s Corral (miles)Gurrds 

e Bench Continue/revise 
lfrog Continue/revise 
r Point Contfnue/revise 
hedral.. Implement 
ar Point Continue season-long 
scent Creek No Livestock Grazing 

ksville 
tnet 
ty Flat 
th Bench 
nell 

Implement 
Continue/revise 
No Lfvestock Grazing 
Continue 
No Livestock Grazing 

bers Roost 
kies 
dy 1 

'2 
3 

Inill Basin 

ing Machine 
ele Butte 
chyte 
erpocket 
d Horse 

Implement 
Contfnue 
Continuedseason-long 
Continue 
Continue season-iong 
No Livestock Grazing 

Implement 
Implemente 
Continue season-long 
Continue/revise 
Continue 

Interseeding 
Other Land Treatments 

llotted Areas 

Lakes No Livestock Grazlng 
nt Trail No Livestock Grazing 
tle Rnckies No Livestock Grazing 
th Caine- No grazing 
lle Mesa 
th Caine- No grazing 
ille Mesa 

GRAND T&AL 
No. of Allotments 

922 
2 

31 
70 
15 

384 
427 

2 
ma 
-- 

24 
la 

798 
169 

32 

-- 
_- 
-- 
-- 

-- 

3,616 
17 

2.00: 
i 

*,10: 
1, 100C 

i 
1,200 

4,70: 
l.<ooc 

4,40:. 

1.25: 

75: 
5ooc 

4,ooi 
600 

ii 

16; 

: 

15: 
160' 

: 
225 

67: 
2ooc 

20; 

10: 
0 

110 
4oc 

32: 
50 

0 
0 

3,oooc 
20,000 

4ooc 
I ,998 

1,300 160 

8 t 
0 0 

0 

24,300 
10 

0 

2.555 
10 

-- 
2 
1 

mm 
2 

-- 

1 
-- 
-- 
De 

3 

-- 
2 

-_ 
1 

-- 
1 

: 
-- 
-- 
we 

-- 
-- 
-- 
we 

me 

15 
10 

4 
4 
2 
4 
2 

me 

3 
4 

-- 
3 

-- 

s 

; 
3 

-- 

2 
1 

: 
5 

-- 

5 
-- 
_- 
-- 

1 

7 

.: 
3 

-- 
1 

10 
1 
2 
3 

-.. 

3 

: 
6 

me 

-- 

t 
-- 

4 
1 

4 
-- 

1 
me 

4 

ii 
-a 

1 
-- 

1 

-- 

: 
1 

-- 

-- 
2 

-- 
-- 

-- 
-- 
-- 
-- 

mm 

-- 

mm 

-- 

62 60 37 38 
Ia 17 a 13 

-- 

-- 

-- 

I- 

2 
-- 

-- 
-- 
*- 
-- 
-- 

-- 
-- 
-- 
-- 
-- 
-- 

-- 
-- 
-- 
-- 
-- 

-- 
-- 
-- 
-- 

-- 

2 
1 

-- 

me 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

mm 

1 
-- 

s- 
-- 
-- 
-- 
-- 

-- 
-- 
-- 
we 

a- 

: 
17 2 

5 2 

.gosals include: Continue (or Continue with minor revisions)present grazing system; Imolement a new grazing system; Implement or Contfnue Season-Long; -- 
azing; and No Livestock Grazing. 

Iposed land treatments include chain and seed. plow and seea. contour and seed, burn and seed, spray, burn only, seed only, and interseed with forbs. 
?ential may be realized within short term (5-years). 

terseediny only with forbs and/or brcwse, as needed. 

livestock grazing on Swap Mesa. 

livestock grazlng on Cave Flat 
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MFP I - TABLE 3 

\llotment 
. 

.razinq System Land Treatments 
Rangeland Developments 

Blue Bench 
:ontinue/revise existing system. None 

Bullfrog 
‘ontinde/rCvise existing system. 

Reconstruct four reservoirs. 
Construct two reservoirs. 

Burr Point 

ontinue/revise existing system. 

Apply vegetation manipulation on 
potential treatment area, 2,000 
acres, to increase carrying capacity 
by 167 AUMs. 

Construct pipeline extention (approximately 12 miles). 
Develop two springs. 
Construct one reservoir. 
Reconstruct four reservoirs. I 
Troughs at four locations. 

Cathedral 
splement grazing system. 

Construct 1 pipeline (approximately 10 miles). 
Develop one spring. 
Construct three reservoirs. 
Reconstruct two reservoirs. 
Develop two wells. 
Troughs in four locations. 

None. Construct two reservoirs. 
Reconstruct four reservoirs. 

Cedar Point 
.tnue season-long. None. 

Crescent Creek 
o livestock grazing. 

Develop two springs. 
Develop two horizonal wells. 
Construct five reservoirs. 
Reconstruct two reservoirs. 
Troughs in four locations. 

janksvflle ' 
mplement grazing system. 

Apply vegetation manipulation on 
potential treatment area, 1,100 
acres. increase carrying capacity 
by 150 AUMs. interseed 1,100 acres 
of existing grass seeding with forbs 
(alfalfa, clovers, etc.) to increase 
carrying capacity by 160 AUMs. 

Redevelop one spring. 
Construct pipeline extention (approximately 1.0 mile). 
Trough in one location. 

None. 

-lartnet 
ontinue/revise existing system. 

Develop one spring. 
Develop two wells. 
Construct five reservoirs. 
Reconstruct three reservoirs. 
Construct fence (approximately 10 miles). 
Construct pipeline (1 miles). 
Troughs at four locations. 

Reconstruct four reservoirs. 

Nasty Fiat 
L tvesock arazing Apply vegetation manipulation on 

potential treatment areas, 1,200 
acres, to increase carrying capacity 
by 225AUMs. 

Construct pipeline extention (approximately 1.0 mile). 
Troughs at one location. 

North Bench 
ontinue existing system. None. Reconstruct three reservoirs. 

Pennell 
o livestock grazing. Apply vegetation manipulation on 

ootential treatment areas. 4.700 
acres, to increase carrying capacity 
by 675 AUHs. Intersced 1,400 acres 
of existing Coyote Cench burn grass 
seeding with forbs (alfalfa. clovers 
etc.) to increase carrying capacity 
by 200 AUMs. 

1. 
2. 

:: 
3. 
4. 
5. 

1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 
6. 

1. 
2. 

:: 
3. 
4. 
5. 

1. 
2. 
3. 

1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 
6. 
7. 

1. 

:: 

1. 

1. Adjust allotment boundary to include approximately 80 acres at the 

t 

Turn of Bullfrog (transfer from Steele Butte to Pennell). 
2. Oevelop three springs. 
3. Construct one reservoir. 
4. Oonstruct fence (approximately 1 mile). 

2: 
Construct pipeline extention (approximately 1 mile). 
Boundary fence - see Crescent Creek Allotment. 

7. Troughs at four locations. 



Rangeland Developmen& 

obbers.Roost 
~1Pmeht grazing system. 

ickies : 
ntinoe existing system. 

andy 1 

ntinue?season-long 

ndy 2 
livestock grazing on Swap Mesa. 

Sandy 3 
nue season-long 

awmill Basin 
livestock grazing. 

ei. ichine 
oleikent graztng system. 

teele Butte 
livestock grazing on Cave Flat. 

rachyte 
intinue Season-long grazing. 

ateroocket 
-'inue/revise existing system. 

ild Horse 
cltinue existing system. 

Apply vegetation manipulation on 
potential treatment areas, 4,400 
acres, to increase carrying capacity 
by 200 AUMs. 

None. 

Apply vegetation manipulation on 
potential treatment areas, 1,250 
acres, to increase.carrying capacity 
by 100 AUMs. 

None. 

Apply vegetation manipulation on 
potential treatment areas, 750 
acres to increase carrying capacity 
by 110 AUMs. Interseed 500 acres of 
existing grass seedings with forbs 
(alfalfa, clovers, etc.) to increase 
carrying capacity 40 AU&. 

None. 

Apply vegetation manipulation on 
potential treatment areas 4,000 
acres, to increase carrying capacity 
by 320 AUMs. 

Apply vegetation manipulation on 
potential treatment areas, 600 
acres, to increase carrying capacity 
by 50AUMs. 

None. 

None. 

1. Construct seven reservoirs. 
2. Reconstruct two reservoirs. 

:: 
3. 
4. 
5. 
6. 
7. 
8. 

Redevelop one spring. 
Develop two springs. 
Develop two wells. 
Construct three reservoirs. 
Reconstruct eight reservoirs. 
Construct fence (approximately 1 mile). : 
Construct pipeline (aporoximately 6 miles). 
Troughs - ten locations. 

1. 
2. 

1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 

1. 

1. 
2. 
3. 

1. 
2. 

1. 
2. 
3. 

:: 
3. 
4. 

1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 

Construct four reservoirs. 
Reconstruct three reservoirs. 

Develop one spring. 
Construct three reservoirs. 
Reconstruct two reservoirs. 
Troughs at one lccation. 

Reconstruct three reservoirs. 

Redevelop one spring. 
Construct one reservoir. 
Troughs at one location. 

Construct three reservoirs. 
Reconstruct ten reservoirs. 

Redevelop one spring. 
Construct seven reservoirs. 
Reconstruct one reservoir. 

Construct five reservoirs. 
Reconstruct two reservoirs. 
Construct one pipeline (approximately 5.0 miles). 
Troughs at two locations. 

Redevelop one spring. 
Construct six reservoirs. 
Reconstruct three reservoirs. 
Troughs at one location. 

. 
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Allotment 
Grazing System 

. 

, Land Treatments Ranqeland Developments 

Dry Lakes 
No livestock grazing 

Flint Trail 
Temporary Livestock grazing 

Little Rockies 
No livestock grazing 

North Caineville Mesa 
No livestock grazing 

,uth Caineville Mesa 
No livestock grazing 

Apply vegetation manipulation on 
potential treatment areas, 1,250 
acres, to increase carrying capacity 
by 160 AUMs. 

None 

None 

None 

None None 

None 

None 

. 

:: 
Construct two reservoirs. 
Reconstruct two reservoirs. 



UNITED STATES 

DFPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 

BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

[.Ji^.::.‘.G:I:.‘.:::T F?~,~~‘iE’.C’O~K PLAN 
RECD!V::v:EN3ATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Name(MFP) 

Henrv Ebuntain P.A. 
Activity 

C!ildliFz 
Reference Number 

,,... ,f 
I 1 c 

Reject the specialist recommendation and manage rangelands to provide the best mix of 
livestock and big game to maintain or increase the forage available, using the soil- 
vegetation inventory, use records and trend studies as a basis. 

Optimize big g>!:e and livestock forage use by 
; ; i , L . . . . . - us0 ,.b , I ,ir :JL:. ( t . i :. . ..: :,~y s-',,- -5 .,ci';;j i,l 7; ;-, .,.i ; 

systems an3 undertake land treatments 
the specialist. 

e use and periods of 
imp1 ;;,;ent grazing 
nts as recommended by 

Provide rangelands and forage for existing wild burros (100 AUMs in Robbers Roost). 
See MFP 2 Table 1. 

RATIO;IALE- 

Livestock and big gane would be provided forage, grazing lands and habitat to give 
the mst advantagcous.use of the rangelands. MFP 2 Table 2 shows the increased 
fi,';li: j f-hat C$;.[J d ke r22f ized frm i;:;plementation,of grazing system, land treat- 
ments, and range1 alid de*dJcl Opi;:ZntS. 

MFP 2, Table 3 car-pares the big game MFP step 1 recommendations with the Planning 
Recoin.:endation, i:FP step 2 showing the wildlife tradeoffs between the two recommend- 
ations. 

. The impact to the various multiple use values would, except for livestock and big 
game, be much the same should the Wildlife Recommendations or the Multiple Use 
Planning Recommendations be implemented. The advantage in the Planning.Recommendation 
is primarily in that it more nearly meets the present and future needs of big game 
animals. This is especially true for bison. 

SUPPORT NEEDS 

Administrative and other support needs are listed, along with land treatment, for 
each allotment in Table 1 and in summary form in MFP I Table 2. 

MULTIPLE USE ANALYSIS . 

Alternatives and impacts will be fully addressed in the Henry Mountain Grazing 
Environmental Impact Statement (GEIS) scheduled for completion in 1982. In summary: 

Vegetation - No adverse impacts were identified from this action for vegetation. 

Watershed - Soil and water resources are expected to be temporarily impacted on a 
local<zed basis on sites scheduled for land treatment (i.e., chaining and seeding). 
Otherwise, no unavoidable adverse impacts are expected for soils or water. 

Wildlife - Big game populations would remain well below their biotic potential. 
This would be true in particular for bison which would not be provided for and, to 
a lessor extent, for bighorn sheep. 
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\ RECOMMENOAJION-ANALYSIS-DECISION CONTINUED: 3, / ,. 

Vis:tal Resources - Visual resources could be adversely affected under this . 
I--:--------- -- 
act1 133 wl12r2 rang zland improve:nents are planned. This would affect 16 allot- 
mcnts and one unallotted areas cohere Vi?:1 management cla'ss object.ives could be 
violated, affecting 2 pet-cent of the planning area. 

Recreation 
?i-G?&%gi'1ig 

- Recreational :/~lues .wou?d be adversely impacted since hunting and 
for wildlife would be reduced. ti kewise rangeland improvements on 

16 allotments and one unallotted area would affect sightseeing 'and primitive 
values. 

; . 

Liv~-~~~~~~-~-r;irf!l;l_z~!~-~ - -.-.- LivTstc?ck grazing v!ould be a?".zcted xlwrszly in that 20 
r;.Lr-;i;i "; ;;,.rls k;,j~i i cl rticei va reductions in active preferences. In the long run, 
$CW/?r, 

. i:?orove:ent in ra nge condition and forage production would result in 
increased livestock production. Rangeland improve!nents,.including land treat- 
ments, water developnents, and fencing would result in 6,591 AU% (3,616 AUPls 
from grazing lnanagernent and 2,975 AUEls from land. treatments) of additional 
grazing (Table 2). . * . . 

. Socioeocnomics - The overall impact to the region's economy from this action is 
positive in rgspcct to livestock production. Active preference reductions 
affecting 20 permittees would result.in reduced capitol values of their pro- 
perty. Permittees suffering actual cuts in the number of animals grazed would - 
experience lost income. Reduced big game numbers, would lower the incove to the 
local economy from hunters. 

. 
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MFP 2 TABLE 1 

Manage for Multiple Use Values 
Page 1 of 6 

AtLORIE::TS 

ltvestocka Riscm 
Active Average Alternative Long Tern1 Current Alternative Crucial Crucial Cruciar 

Kind of Preference License Grazing Period of Use Objective Grazing Grazing Hinter Sunimer Yearlong 
Livestock ( AIJMS) Use Wls ) Use (Al!%) Current Proposeo (AUMs) Use (AUMs) Use (AUMs) (AU&) (AUMs) (AUMs) 

Blue Bench Cattle 4,593 2,161 2,753 9/l-5/31 No change 
& (G 2) 

6ullfrogd Cattle 3,120 
Sheep 322 

2.106f 
120 

2.35ie 10/l-5/31 No change 
679 10/l-5/31 No change (G) 45 0 0 

Burr Point Cattle 2,138 1.691 
Sheep 2,279 No Use 

1,0919 
1,1749 

9/l-5/31 Ho change 
10/l-5/5 No change 

28 15 15 15 0 

\ 
I 

Caihedral Cattle 2,998 1,638 2,366 
B 2.503 B 1.360 8 1,871 
P 495 P 278 P 495 

1.892 839 1,273 

10/l-5/31 No change 0 0 0 0 0 

**d-r Point 
_. 

Cattle 9/l-5/31 9/l-4/30 
(2:) 6, 

0 

Crescent Creek Cattle 332 333 187 6/l-9/15 5/l-9/15 159 65 55 55 0 

Hanksville Cattle 4.538 2,848 6,15gh 9/l-5/31 No change 
Sheep 1,462 No Use 4,056 10/l-5/31 No change 

35 18 18 18 :C 

Cl 
j Hartnet Cattle 2,938 

a 1.021 
? 1,917 

474 

1,710 
599 

F 1,111 

468 

2,804 
B 967 
P 1,917 

399 

11/l-5/31 No change 0 0 0 0 ( 
-‘. 

' Nasty Flat 
t 

i 

1 

North Bench 

i 

Cattle 6/l-9/30 No change 870 
(1,455) 

685 576 348 22J 

Cattle 456 45 306 g/l-11/30 9/l-6/30 0 0 0 

t. 

f bennell i .: 
Cattle 2.420 1,960 2,330e 6/l-10/31 No change 

.Sheep 174 No Use 231 6/l-10/31 No change 

0 

1.971 
(1.995) 

952 
(958) 

I 

‘829 
(835) 

456 37 

. _._ __ _-__. 

. 

0 

45 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

& 

, 

1 



E!FP 2 - Table 1 (continued Page 2 of 6 

.3;MENTS 

Livestocka Ri son .-- -- 
Active Average Altemdtlve Long Term Current Alternative Crucia 1 Crucial Crucia 

Kirid of Preference License Crazinq pericd of Use Cbjective Crazing Crazing Winter Sumner Year-1 on- 
Livestock (.VB!S) Use I!!!!s ) USC (AUfls) Curree: --msr;d ( AlXs) Use (AUrIs) Use (PUf!s) (irUMs) (ALMS) (AUHsl 

Robbers Roostd Cattle 5,280 2,882 6,43gh w-2/28 No change 0 

Rockiesd Cattle 5,600 
Sheep 272 

3,762 
128f 

3,9me 11X-5/31 :lo change 
075 113/l-5/31 No change 

0 

Sandy 1 Cattle 

Sheep 

1,209 
B 927 

i 282 51 

1,096 938 
8 a44 B 656e 
P 252 P 282 

No Use 210 

10/l-4/15 No change 0 

10/16-4/15 No change 

Sandy 2 Cattle 2,228 1,257 707 
. 
10/16-4/15 ho change 

Sandy 3 Cattle 

ill Basin Cattle 

985 

i 305 680 

166 

B 
P 

a75 
271 
604 

33 

981 
Ei 301 
P 680 

96 

10/16-4/15 No change 

7/16-8/31 ho change 

Sewing Hachfned Cattle 1.600 998 2,646 11/l-4/15 No change 

Steele Butte Cattle 5,034 2,672 1.874 10/16-5/31 No change 

Cattle 
Sheep 

2,110 
743 

l,542f 
a4 

No change 
No change 

Waterpocketd Cattle 

Sheep 

3.025 
E 2,861 
P 164 

322 

; 304 18 

1,067 

1.813 
8 1.715 
P 

lZf 

; 108 0. 

104 

3.116 
B 2,952e 
P 164 

474 
8 456 
P 18 

10/l-5/31 10/l-4/15 

10/l-5/31 10/l-4/15 

Wild Horse Cattle 1,491 12/l-6/30 9/l-6/30 0 0 0 0 0 

Subtotal' 59,841 33,298 :' 

0 0 0 

0 0 0 

0 0 0 

138 122 122 105 
(309) (155) (155) (138) 

0 

133 
(309) 

0 0 

146 114 

0 1 

0 

0 

17 

0 

114 

0 

219 
(590) 

20 

0 0 0 0 

202 202 178 
(2871 (296) (257) 

17 
. (2 

20 14 0 14 

0 0 0 0 0 

3,657 2.312 2.000 328 1,064 
(5,026) (2,469) (2.140) (446) (1,071) (i: 

. ____ , _ _.-. -. . I 
I’ /-- 

L 

. 

. 



MFP 2 - Table 1 (continued) Paoe 3 of 6 

ALLOTF!ENTS 

livestocka Bison 
Active AvcraJe :+lternative Long Term Current Alternative Crucial Crucial Crucia 

Kind of Preference License Crazing period of Ilse Cbjcctive Grazing Crazing Winter Summer Yearlon 
Livestock ( AllMs) Use ,I!?% ) Use (AUtts) K?rent Proposed iAUMs) Use (AUVs! Use (AUMs) (AUHs) (AUMs) (AUlls) 

Unallotted Areas 

Dry Lakes None _ 0 0 No livestock grazing 111 100 
(432) (226) 

Flint Traild Cattle 0 0 j 0 0 0 0 0 

Little Rockiesd None 0 0 No'livestock grazing 0 0 

North Caineville None 0 No use No livestock grazing 0 0 
Mesa 

South Caineville None 0 No use No livestock grazing 0 0 
Mesa 

0 0 0 

0 0 0 

0 0 0 

S'"tota1 0 0 0 111 100 
(l!!, 

0 52 3 
c (432) (226) (15 

TOTAL? 50.841 33.2% 54,043 3,768 2.112 2,088 328 1.116 
(5.458) (2,695) (2.330) (446) (1.123) 

"AL!1 active preference, average licensed use, and proposed grazing use are for BLtl-administered lands (including NRA lands 
allotments containing both BLM and National Park lands: B = BLM, P = Park. 

) only except on those 

11 deer AU% are comprised of crucial summer and crucial winter ranges only. 

'Numbers in ( ) are actual AUF% needed from BLM-administered lands (as per BLMIUOWR distribytion agreement); however, forage is not available to meet these 
needs. 

dIncludes both BLM and NRA lands. 

eForage may be non-competitive between cattle and sheep on some allotments where the stocking rate is relatively low for one kfnd of animal. No advantage c 
be shown for making proportionate changes in stocking since the removal of 1 AUM of sheep use does not make available equivalent increases in cattle forage 
as shown below. 

Alternative Grazing Use 
Active Preference A B 

Bullfroq AUWs Percent AU!ls Percent AUFls Percent I 

3,120 90.6 2,356 78 2,356 90.6 
322 

3,442 10~:~ 
679 243 

3,035 1% 2.599 10’0:: 

Non-competitive forage 679-243 = 436 AUtIs (sheep). 
Other allotments in this category include Rockies, Pennell, Waterpocket, Sandy 1, and Trachyte. 

t I 
: fIntermittent use. - 

__..,_. .__-- - ..-. ..- - _.- --- 

, 

__.__ 



HFP 2 - Table 1 (continued) Pagf:4 of 6 

Hule Deer Antelope 
a1 terndtive Long Term 

Binhcrn Shecg BUITOS 

rrl-Cr Current Zlttzrna:ive Lruc~d 1 Crucial Long Tern Current Current Alternative C urrent Alternative 
Stable Crazing Crazing Xinterb Sumerb Objective Grazing Grazing Objective Grazing Grazing 
':y!s) Use (Alltls) I.!se A~lEls x!r:s lU?lsl FU?ls !!se Al!% Use 4L!#S ?I% 

Grazing Grazing 
) USC (AUfls) U;e (AlJHs) Use (AIMS) Use (AUMS) 

179 

375 

179 
(204) 

c 

222 

180 - 
(331) 

288 
(478) 

240 

128 

248 
; (530) 

i 

1 52 
i 

I 

i 1,050 
(1,300) 

34 179 5 0 a 

62 37s 143 a 0 

175 
(178) 

a 277 18 

121 222 0 a 

'55 161 34 a 

0 

174 

81 282 d 247 a 

44 240 0 0 129 

103 

(2) 

39 

128 
- 

210 
(213) 

0 0 

6, 
131 

51 0 a 0 

205 . 824 167 363 a 

I 

0 

a 

a 

19 

0 

19 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

18 
* 

0 

174 

0 

129 

0 

0 

0 

0 

. _ - 

0 

0 

a 

0 

0 

a 

0 

-.__ 

0 

a 

0 

0 

0 

a 

0 

^. . .- - 

. 

a 

0 

a 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

# 

0 

0 

a 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

'0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

. 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 



KFP 2 - TABLE 1 (continued) Page 5 of 6 

!!Ul? Deer -,y- 
AntelK fliqhnrn Sheeo 

Current Ait~t~~rive Crucial Cwial Long Ten Current 
Burros 

r',or Al terwtive Lwg Ten 
*--- 

~Lrrrrent Alternative Current Alternative 
ble Grazing Crazi+ Winter Cbjectivc Grdzing Gra:ino 

-.Ps) Use (9lJNs) Use .lLlYS! AL'%) 
'J Sur;!wrb 

Ai?!S (-\lX!S !isc A!~llS ) ilsc (AU%) 
Objective cra:ing 

( v':ls I Lkc! (:I;::5 
Grazing Crazing 

USC Allr!S ) 
Grazing 

I!se (AGE@.) Use (AU&,) 

392 392 392 C 0 374 31 374 819 22 819 100 ,100 

39: 289 0 0 0 0 832 16 794 0 
439) (292) 

0 
. 

0 0 0 0 b 0 92 33 92 0 0 0 

62 
i 

29 

12 

167 

112 

59 

31 

128 

1,974 
(1,985) ' 

62 

21 

181 

167 

488 

327 

206 
* 

128 

5,200 
(5.209) 

0 

0 

0 

0 

188 

148 

0 

0 

690 
(693) 

0 

0 

138 

0 

0 

25 

0 

0 

910 
(916) 

0 0 

0 0 

0 0 

0 0 0 d 0 

21 0 0 

0 0 

0 0 

0 0 : ^~ ?56 
i 526) 

. 

0 0 167 

'.-' 343 
c .A. 

206 

128 

5.688 
(7,184) 

- . 

0 0 a97 21 897 

0 0 0 

0 0 

0 0 

0 0 

d 0 

64 16 64 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

954 a7 695 2,612 75 2,574 100 100 

/ 
, 
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MFP 2 - Table 1 (concluded) Page 6 of 6 

r!u!e Ceer Antelope 
--current Altemr:ive Crucidt CrlJcial Giiq~urrent. tiTternative Gig Ten:: 

Richorn Sheep Burros 
PI-iOr Current ,Ilterndtive Current Alternative 

Stable Grazing Grazing ;1nter Sumer @!>jective Grazing Crdzing Objective Crazing Grazing 
Ai!?lS ) Use ( AlI:ls) Use (Al!%1 (4i’t!S)b(AL’tiS)b ( AL:Us) ) 

Grazing 
:!se AU!ls 

Grazing 
Use (AUfls) (AUMs) Use (AU%) Use (AtlMs) Use (AUHs) Use (AUM~) 

141 
(337) 

166 

112 

a 

12 

i 139 
,35) 

6,127 
(7.m) 

59 143 0 125 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

166 166 0 0 * 0 0 0 808 0 808 0 0 

16 112 0 0 0 0 0 548 0 548 0 0 

a a 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

12 12 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

261 :41 0 125 0 0 l 0 1,356 0 1,356 0 0 

2,235 5.641 690 1,035 954 a7 695 3,968 75 3,930 100 100 
(2.246) (5.659 (693)(1.041) 

-’ 

gThe proposed change from active preference is based on BUl regulations requiring that changes in active preference among pennittees be equftable. Theequi; 
division of the range'use may not. however, result in the nest efficient use of forage. Several combinations of use with cattle and sheep are possible and 

iject to negotiation among permittees, which could result in lpre desirable combination for forage use. For example, a more efficient combination for BU 
nt is cattle 2.143 AUNs and sheep 620 AN.. 

hAllotments'such as Hanksville and Robbers Roost show grazing capacity potential 5 in excess of active preference, There are several combfnations for stocki 
with cattle and sheep that could rake efficient use of the forage. This is contingent on the development of these allotments for grazing use including a w 
distribution of reliable .tiater sources and other means of controlling and distributing livestock grazing. 

'Includes 3,556 AUMs active preference and 2,037 AUMs average licensed use in Capitol Reef Rational Park. 

jAlthough Flint Trail Allotment has no grazing scheduled. it could be used on a temporary, as-needed basis for livestock grazing while other allotments were 
being rehabilitated or in an emergency situation. 

.  

. - . .  . I  

. .- .- ----_.. - 
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Potential Additional AUMs With Grazing Management and Proposed Rangeland improvements 
Under Management . 

.’ . 

Grazing Manaqementa 
Potential Land freatmentsb Ranqeland'Developments 

Additional Additional Sprinqs Reservoirs Pipelines Troughs Vertical Horizontal -Fences Cattle 
At lobents Grazing Systens AtiMs Acres AUMs Redev. New Recon. New (miles) Locations Wells Wells Corral (miles) kJSr:S 

Blue .Eench Continue/revise 50 
f!ullfrog Continue/revise . 250 
Rurr Point Continue/revise SW 
Cathedral bplement 303 
Cedar Point Continue season-long -- 
Crescent Creek Continue/revise -- 

Hankrville 
tlartnet 
Nasty Flat 
North Bench 
Pennell 

Inpleze‘nt 
Continue/revise ' 
Implement . 
Continue 
Continue 

922 

3: 
70 
16 

Robbers Roost 
Rock.ies 
Sa-dy 1 
Sandy'2 
J.xldy 3 
Sa-nfll aasin 

Implement 
Continue 
Continue season-long 
Continue 
Continue season-long 
Implement 

304 
427 
85 
33 -- 
e- 

Seding pachine Implement 
Steele Butte Iirpleaent 
‘frachyte Continue season-long 
'iaterpocket Continue/revise 
tiild horse Continue 

Interseeding 
Other Land Treatments 

24 

. 7:: 
169 
32 

Unallotted Areas 

Dry L'akes Implement 
Flint Trail d 
Little Rocries 
Harth Caire- No grazfng * 

ville )L.rs* 
South Caine- No grazing 

ville Yesa 

Tctal Big Game -- 
Total Livestock 3.616 
CCAbD TOTAL 3,616 
No. of Allotments 17 

2.00: 250 0 .-; -- 

i 
WV 

; -- 
0 0 -s 

1,100, 

e 

150 
1,100 ' 160C'e 

1 

0 0 -- 
0 

22: 
-- 

1,200 -- . 
0 0 -- 

4,700 
1,400C*e 

675 -- 
2ooc,e 

0 e- 
4,400 . 30: 1 

0 

1.250 15: 
-s 

-- 
0 0 -- 

750 
500C'e 

110 '-- 
4oc*o 

' 0 0 -- I 
s4,000 480 -- 

600 75 -- 

. : i 
1 

-- 

3.000C'e 4oOC*a 
20,000 2,415 

1.300e 160e -- 
0 0 em 
0 0 ' -w 
0 0 -e 

0 0 es 

4.300e 560e 
20,000 2,425 

24,300 2,975 10 10 : 

: 
2 
4 
2 

SW 

-- 
12 
10 
-- 
-- 
1 

3 
4 

-a 
3 

-- 

2 
8 
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-_ . . _ 
-- - 
-- 
1. 

-- 

- 
-- 

-- 
-- 

-. 

2 
2 

'Proposals Include: Continue (or Continue with minor revisions present grartng system; Implement a new grazing system; Implement or Continue Season-Long 
grazing; and lo Crazmivestock. POtCntidl additional AU& for livestock from grazing management only (long term 20+ years). 

bProporrd land treatments include chafn and seed, plow and seed, contour and seed, burn and seed, spray, burn only. seed only, and interseed with forbs. 
Potentjal may be realized within short term (S-years). 

'Interreedfng only with forbs and/or browse, as needed. 

%ee Ranyeland Improvement rectlon. Flint Trail Is not scheduled for livestock grazing put may be used on a temporary as needed basis whtld other allotments 
are balng rehabilitated or under an emergency rltuatfon. 

. 



. 
(7 ( 

P+- 

‘3 I,_. MFP'Z - Table 3 3 
. 

Comparison Table Showing the Trade-offs Betueen 
the Big Game WFP Step 1 and the MFP Step 2 Planning Recommendations 

. - 
Big G.ase 14iP Step 1 Recommendation k,FP Step 2 Planninq Recommendation Trade-Off 

\ 

. Propcsed Forage Use Proposed Foraqe Use 

Hanage for optimum big game pro- ' Manage rangeland to provide the best 
duction within existing allotments mix of livestock and big game to 
and other potential areas, using the maintajn or fncrease the forage 
rail-vegetative inventory as a basis available, using the soil-vegetatfve 
and providing forage for wild burros Inventory as a basis. . 
and livertcck where use is compatible 
wfth big game. 

1. Give big game priority'for forage 1. Optimize big game and livestock 
on crucial ranges as follows: . forage use as follows: 

J. Provide 100 AlJMs (on Robber's l a. 
Roost) for wild burros as 
required by the Wild Horse and 
Burro Act. 

Pravide 100 AUMs for wild 
burros: 

b. 
, 

‘. c. 
._ 

d. 

1. 

h. 

Provide 3,768 AlJMs for bison, b. 
6,127 AU!+ for deer, 950 AUI4S 
for antelope, and 3.568 AUMs 
for bighorn sheep (14,823 AUMs). 

Provide lli AU!ls for bison, 439 c. 
AC% for deer, and 1.356 AUMs for 
big'iorn sheep in the Dry Lakes, 
Flint Trail, Little Rockies, North 
Caineville, and South Caineville 
unallotted areas. 

Eliminate livestock grazing on 
the Crescent Creek, Nasty Flat, 
Pennell, and Sawmill Basin . 
allotments. . 

d. 

Eliminate livestock grazing on 
Cave Flat and Swap/Mesa. 

e. 

Eliminate livestock grazing on 
the Dry Lake, Flint Trail, and 
Little Rockies unallotted areas, 

f. 

Allow livestock grazing on the 
tiorth and South Caineville Mesas 
for research purposes cnly. 

Provide 35,722 AUMs for cattle 
and 4,682 AU!% for sheep on 
a1 lo&ted areas. 

Cl. 

h. 

Provide 2.088 AUMs for bison, 
5.641 AUNs for deer. 695 AUMs 
for Antelope. and 3,930 AUMs 
for bighorn sheep (12,354.AUHs). 

Same as MFP Step l.- 

Livestock would be provided 187 
AUMs on Crescent Creek. 399 AU&. 
on Pennell, and 96 AUMs on 
Sawmill Basin allotments. 

Livestock can graze Cave Flat 
and Swap1 Mesa. 

Livestock can graze Flint Trail 
on a temporary, as needed, basjs. 

Same as MFP.Step 1. 

Provjde 42.006 AUMs for cattle 
and 8,481 AUMs for sheep on 
allotted areas. 

forage would be provided to allow 
for the most advantageous use of 
the range. 

1. Big game would not receive 
priority on crucial ranges. 

a. 

b. 

C. 

d. 

e. 

f. 

h. 

No change. + ' 

Oison numbers would be 
reduced and 2.469 big game . 
AUMs foregone. 

I 

. . . 

I 

. 

. . _ 

. 

No change. 

Livestock would be allocated 
3,203 AUMs more than that 
proposed in the Wildlife 
Reccmmandation. Bison would 
be cut by 1,559 AWs and deer 
would be cut by 345 AlJNs. 

Current livestock use on these 
areas is light. However, com- 
petition for forage could occur 
between livestock and big game. 

No livestock grazing on Dry 
Lakes or Little Rockies 
unallotted areas. 

No change. 

Livestock would be allocated 
10,683 AUYs more than that 
proposed in the wildlife 
recommendation; 
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Allot~:ent Decisicn R.ltion.tle 
z __- __---_ __ "--_y-___-----._=_i.-__E_Z_-_~ 

Sandy 2 Reject the Inaltiple use rccommenaation dna 
accept No Change - Continue Current Use 
Levels (AlternAtive A) for bison and manclge 
for optimum big 9ame production (Alternd- 
tive C) for oeer. 

Inventory and range studies both inaicate 
thdt this 3llotmerlt iS Over used. How- 

Sandy 3 Reject the multiple use recomnenaation and Inventory ana range stuaies show that 
accept. !lanage For Optimum Big Game Proauc- sufficient fordge is available to meet 
tion (Alternative C) as evaluateq in the livestock preference grazing levels and 
EIS. prior stable aeer numbers. 

Sawmill Basin Accept the multiple use recommendation 
(Alternative E) as evaluated in the EIS. 

A Cooperative Management Agreement will 
be prepared to limit livestock use imned- 
iately to 100 AUMs. Bison will be allo- 
cateo to support objective numbers. 
Though forage does not exist to satisfy 
prior stable deer numbers, the allocation 
is nearly-double current deer use. 

Sewing Machine Reject the mdltiple use recommendation and 
accept Manage For Optimum Big Game Produc-. 
tion (Alternative C) as evaluated in the 
EIS. 

Steele Butte Moaify the multiple use recommendation 
(Alternative E) as evaluated in the EIS 
to reserve the Cave Flat area for wildlife 
use only. 

Trachyte 

, 

Waterpocket 

-. 

Accept the multiple use recomnendation 
(Alternative E) for bison ano accept Manage 
For Optimum big Game Production (Alterna- 
tive C) for deer ano Big Horn Sheep. 

Reject the multtple use recomnenaation and 
accept Manage For Optimum Big Game Produc- 
tion (Alternative C) as evaluated in the 
EIS. 

ever, as the two do not agree on the 
degree of over-allocation, livestock use 
will be dlloWeU dt preference levels. 
In order for all competing uses to start 
from a conrmon base, initial allocation 
for bison use will be recognizea at cur- 
rent grazing levels, ana aeer at prior 
stable levels. This allotment has pri- 
ority for implementation of a Cooperative 
Kdnagement Agreement.. It is felt that 
through tie agreement and continued moni- 
toring, proper grazing levels ana range 
condition can be achieved. 

Though inventory (SVIM) indicates that 
2,646 AUMs of forage is available, there 
are no range studies to support the in- 
crease. Livestock preference levels will' 
be allocated along with prior stable deer 
numbers and long-term objective numbers 
for Big Horn Sheep. 

Inventory ana range studies agree on pro- 
per grazing levels. The livestock permit- 
tee and ELM have agreed to prepare a manr- 
agement plan for livestock grazing in 1984. 
This allotment has high priority for im- 
provement. The allotment is short 94 AUMs 
of meeting current bison forage needs and 
221 AUMS short of meeting prior stable 
deer use. Land treatment on Tarantula 
Mesa has been accomplished ta alleviate 
impacts from elimination of livestock on 
Cave Flat. 

As no studies are available to support 
changes in livestock preference the cur- 
rent use for bison and prior stable levels 
for deer will be allocated to assure a 
common base for all competing uses. 

Range studies support grazing use levels 
to be allowea at preference levels for 
deer. The season of use for a majority 
of the livestock use will be shortened for 
45 days in the spring. This will allow 
key forage species to increase in density 
ana vigor. 
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HF? i IdLE 2 

Potential Additional AUMs With Grazing Wanagwent and Proposed Rangeland improvements 
Under Managcnent 

. 

. . 

* Crazing Manaqereat' 
PotentfaT Land Treatmrntsb P.~nc~land Oevrloxcnts 

Additional 
.----I _--- 

Additional Spriws ib?Prvoirs Pi;,elines Tru,,g:$s Ver:icai hcrizontai .fd-.Ct i ;a:: 7 
Al1c.t.~ants Crazing Systens Awls Acres AU:ls Redev. tiw Rrcol,. ( t:ew 7:'lc5) Lcc;tions k‘.?;ls Wells C.:rral -i:;;\ ---:--s 

Blue ernch Continue/revise 
eu11rrog Continue/revise . 
Burr Point Continue/revise 
Cathedral Irplewnt 
Ctdsr 3oint Ccntinue season-long 
Crescent Creek Continue/revise 

Ha+sville Inpierent 922 
Hartoet Continue/revise ' 2 
Hasty Flat Tfrplement . 31. 
Ncrth Bench Continue 70 
Pernell Contfnue. . 16 

Ro!Xerr Roost 
Rocbies 
sa-cy 1 
s3.1cj 2 
Sa1,ey 3 

.Swalll aastn 

S;-ing Vachtne 
Stec!e Sutte 
lrdchyte 
%a:et~ocket 
bild horse 

Implement 
Continue * 
Continue season-long 
Continue 
Continue season-long 
Implement 

384 
427 

85 
35 
-0 
-0 

Implement ' 
I.r.pleaent 
Continue season-long 
Continue/revise 
Continue 

24 

. 7:: 
169 

32 

-. 

interseeding 
Other Land Treatments 

2.00: 

i 
0 

1,100 
l,lCOC'e 

150 
160cSe 

1 

: 
1,200 

0 
4,700 
1.400C'e 

0 

0 *- 
22: -- -0 

0 -0 

675 -- 
2oocee 

4,400 ' 
0 

1.250 
0 

750 
SOOC'* 

0 
? * 4,000 

600 
0 

. 0 

3,000C'e 
20.005 

300 1 
0 -0 

150 -- 
0 -- . 

li0 -- 
aoc.e 

0 -- . 
480 -- 

75 -- 

; 2 

'400C.e 
'2.415 

Unrllotted Areas 

Tory lakes Implement 
Flint Trail d 
Little i(c:iics . 

tii,rlh Caire- 
ville has* 

No grazing 

South C3ine- No grdring 
ville Yerd 

1.300* 
0 
0 

: .o 

0 
. 

Tctal Sig game -0 4.300e 560e 
Tatal Livestock 3.616 ,20.000 2.425 
CCA'#O TOTAL 3.616 24,300 2.975 3 
110. of Allotments 17 10 10 3 

-- 
32 
10 
-.. 
-- 

1 
: 

1 
.-a 

1 
-- 
1 

2 
-- 
-- 
-a 
*- 

-- 
6 

-- 
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-- 
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I 
l PrOpotdlr Include: Continue (or Conttnue with Rinor revfstons present grsrlng system; Implenerit a new gratfng system; Implement or Continw Season-Lalq 

grrrfng; and fro Crat~ivestock. Potentfrl rddltfonal AL% for Itverrock from grazing management only (long term 20* years). 

bProposed ldnd’ treatments tnclude chatn and reed, plow and seed, contour end seed, burn end seed, spray, burn only, seed only. and tnterseed with forbs. 
Polcntirl may br reallred ufthin short term (S-years). 

%trrreed1n~ only 4th forbr and/or btonsm, es needed. 

%ee Rdngrldnd Improvement SeCttOn. 
. 

flint Trafl fs not scheduled for livestock grazing put ~Say be used on a temporary as nreded’basfs uhlle other ;llotwntr 
drl befng rendbtTtteted or under an emergency r~turtfon. 

,, 



UNITED STATES 

LIEPAHTMENT OF TiiE INTERIOR 

iiUiIiAiJ OF LkiiD MAl\iAGEMEIJT 

NamehFP) 

Activity 

DECTST~'! \!L-2.1 -- -.--- 

Accept tiie rxltiple-use reconmen:!li~ion on 1%: allotments and reject and/or modify the 
cultiplc-use recommendations on 12 z.llotments. The details on decisions and rationale 
are shc~n in YFP 3 Table 1. 

, 

. 
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Blue Bwch (I) c 2,753 ?icb 
4 NC. 

179 NC 

2,356 
579 

45 
375 

3,120 
322 

:ic _ 
NC 

1,091 
1,174 

15 
175 

16 

1,691 
0 

NC 
35 

NC 

2,366 2,992 
222 NC 

1.2?3 
6 

161 
174 

iis 
NC 
NC 

187 
55 

282 
is 
NC 

6.159 
4,056 

2:: 
129 

NC 

N”c” 
NC 
MC 

2,684 2,938 
128 NC 

399 474 
576 NC 
210 248 

9/l-5/31 NC Yes See Page 4 

10/l-5/31 
10/l-5/31 

NC 
NC 

No E Yes See Page 4 

9/l-5/31 r4c Yes A NO See Page 4 

10/l-5/31 NC No C YesC See Page 4 

9/l-4/30 NC Yes E Yes See Page 4 

5/1-i/15 NC Yes E Yes See Page 4 

9/l-5/31 NC 
10/l-5/31 NC 

Yes E Yes See Page 4 

11/l-6/31 NC Yes 
C 

YesC See Page 5 

6/l-9/30 NC Yes E Yes See Page 5 

Bullfrog (I) 

Burr Point (b!) C 
S 
B' 

i 

Cathedral (I) 0” 

Cedar Paint (1: C 
B 

i 

Crescent Creak (I) C 

x 

Hanksville (M) 

_. 
i.,) 

Hartne: (C) C 
D 

i 
Nasty Flat. (1) 

. 



NFP 3 - 'IABLE i ._____ - _--,._ - 

UILDLlFf/!;?\!;Zt _-_.. ---- Page 2 of 7 
--- -------.- - ----.AA._--____ 

Invcnto~y L!) Wildlife Decision 
Allocation S-3son of Use Studies Alterndtivc 

AllotIIlcnt/CJt~~~~y Anianla - ~ --y?~-j-- UL-..--- ___- Agrees Decision ano 
llFP 2 KFP 2 w 3 ___.__ ,,Cll)ri?eT- Selected with llFP 2 

--..-.--====- -._- --_-. _._ ___- -c--__-..i~~_------l__-- ---~=:-~l__=_i_l_ Rationale 

North Bench/Wild Horse (M) C 1,797 1.523 9/i-6!30 
D 179 130 

Fennel 1 ( I ) 

Robbers Roost (M) 

‘Rockies (I) 

. 

Sandy 1 (I) 

Sandy 2 (I) 

i 3, Sandy 3 (C) 
L .-I 

. 
Sawmill Basin (I) 

s” 
6 
D 

C 
BU 

i 
6S 

SC 
D 
BS 

5” 
D 

2,330 
231 
829 
a24 

.L.lJi\ 
-Yi- 6/l-10/31 

6/l-10/31 

-i-f$-- j5-3-- 
, 

6,439 
100 
352 
374 
al9 

NC 
NC 

2 
NC 

3.986 5,500 
a75 272 
289 439 
794 832 

938 
210 
92 

1,096 

3! 

707 2,228 
122 155 
62 NC 

981 985 
21 NC 

19164 
181 

NC 
NC 
NC 

Yearlong 

. 

10/l-5/31 
10/l-5/31 

10/l-4/15 
10/l-4/15 

lO/lO-4/15 NC No 

lO/ 16-4115 NC Yes C YesC See Page t 

7/16-8131 NC No E Yes See Page t 

NC 

NC 
NC 

NC 

NC 
NC 

NC 
NC 

Yes (North Gench) C 
No stuaies (Kila 

Horse) 

Yes See Page 5. 

Yes E Bison 
C Deer 

No See Page 5. 

Yes E Yes See Page 5. 

No C No See Page 5. 

Yes A No See Page 5 

A Bison 
C Deer 

No See Page 6 

. 
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IIFP 3 - TAbLE I ------- 
WIlDLIFE/RAKGE --.I ---I_ 

Page 3 of 7 

_- -- --- --___ 
Inventory 

.---- __._-_ 
tIS Wi Id11 fe Dt!Cisi 

- 

Allocution S<!2SOIl oi Use Studi es Alterndtive 
Animdla @p-- ---xFp-j- --- 

Allotment/Catc;rorv -ibFc-- ---- -Jrp 3 Agrees Decision 
---r--- Aoree Selectea --_---.-a- --- --.--__ with MFP 2 Rational 

---- -___--- ._l___ll- --- T 

Sewing Machine (b!) 

Steele Butte (1) 

Trachyte (I) 

Waterpocket 

Little Rockies: 

Dry Lakes 

Flint Trail 

North Caineville Mesa 

(y .: 
t-- .: 

South Caineville Mesa 
1 

c 
D 
BS 

C 

; 

C 
s 

0" 
BS 

C 
5 
D 

4 
D 
BS 

C 

i 

C 
D 
BS 

C 

k 

2,646 1,640 
167 NC 
897 NC 

1,164 
800 

3:; 
64 

2.110 
743 

NC 
343 
NC 

3,116 3,025 
474 322 
206 NC 

0 
0 

112 
548 

70 

!E 
NC 

D 

1:; 

16: 
808 

0 

0 
20 

NC 

N": 

NC 
NC 
NC 

NC Unallotted NC 

NC 
NC 

11/l-4/15 NC No stuaies C YesC See Page 

10/l&5/31 NC Yes ' E Yesd See Page 

NC 
NC 

No studies E Bison YesC 
C Deer, 

Bighorn Sheep 

See Page 

10/l-5/31 10/l-4/15 No C Yesc See Page 

10/l-4/30 NC No studies Ed YesC See Page 

Unallotted NC No Studies E Yes See Pag, 

May vary NC . Yes E Yes See Pag 

Inventory . 
completea, no 
studies. 

E Yes See Pat 

Unallotted NC Inventory E Yes 
completed, no 
studies. 

See Par 

'Animal KeL 
A Antelope C Cdttle btit = No Change eNew name "Slick Rock Allotment". 

I B Bison D Mule Deer c Though the alternative selected is different than 
8s Bighorn Sheep 5 Sheep MFP 2,.the wildlife recommendation is the same. 
BU Burros o With modifications. 

9 I 

. . i’ “I* 
; i 

-2 

. , .f i.- ;, 
5’ . 
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_~------ -----___ --____ 

Al lotmcnt Decie iun RationJlc i_____ 7- zzIT---- _-_---,_ -~--=~~~:_-~z-x.z-~-- --. -_._--_ - ----___ _ 

Blue Bench Accept the multiple USC recormnenoation 
(Alternative E) as evaluated in the EIS. 
South Ciineville Mesa will remain undl- 
1o:ted ftir livestock. Livestock. grazing 
use on South Caineville Mesa will be 
authorized only as outlined in the ACEC 
Hdnagemcnt Plan. 

Bullfrog 

Rut-r Point 

Cathedral 

Cedar Point 

l 

Crescent Creek 

Hanksville 

Accept the multiple use recommendation 
(Alternative E) as evaluated in the EIS. 

Reject the multiple use recommendation and 
accept no change. No Change From Current 
Average Levels Gf Use (Alternative A) as 
evaluated in the EIS. 

Reject the multiple use recormnenaation and' 
accept Manage For Optimum Big Game Proouc- 
tion (A1ternative.C) as evaluatea in the EIS. 

Accept the multiple use recommendation 
(Alternative E) as evaluated in the EIS. 

Accept the multiple use recommendation Inventory and range stuaies agree on 
(Alternative E) as evaluated in the EIS. the allowable grazing levels. 

Accept the multiple use reconunenaation 
(Alternative E) as evaluatea in the EIS. 

Both range studies ano inventory agree 
that only enough forage exists to 
satisfy 2.753 AUMs of livestock use. 
Though bison are currently using 8 AUMS 
annually. only 4 are available as per 
studies. Though 8 AUHs represent use 
of 200 percent of availability, it is 
felt t!iat 4 AU% is so small that a 
significant effect on the forage re- 
source oue to bison use woula be unde- 
tectable. Because of terrain ano food 
preference of deer, the 179 AUMs of 
prior stable use can he sllowea as this 
forage is non-competitive with other 
uses. 

Stuaies ana inventory do not agree in 
this area. The proper grazing levels 
cannot be aeterminea at this time. 
Monitoring would be intensified over a 
5-year perioa to gather sufficient data 
to aetermine proper grazing levels. In 
order for all competing uses to begin 
at a comnon base, the level for live- 
stock will be allowed along with current 
neea for 200 (post hunt) mature bison 
ana prior stable deer use. 

Though the forage inventory (SVIM) shows 
that additional forage is available, 
water must be developeo before this can 
be used. Range stuaies show the use on 
currently used range not be increased 
over present levels. 

Studies are not complete enough to sup- 
port chanaes in oreference. In.oraer 
for all competing uses to begin at a 
common base, the prior stable deer num- 
ber will be used. Monitoring would be 
intensified over a 5-year period to 
gather sufficient aata to aetermine 
proper grazing levels. 

Inventory and range studies agree on 
the allowable grazing levels. Cattle 
use will be eliminatea during the month 
of May. 

Inventory and range studies agree that 
adaitional forage could be allocatea. 
however, until water can be oeveloped 
and new range areas openea up, grazing 
use will not exceed preference or prior 
stable numbers. 

, 

. . . . 



MFP-3 Tdbie 1 (Sont'd) 
Page 5 of 7 
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Allotrent 3acis i 21, l?.jtio::.~le csa2rz.-& _* ---i - --. ;m==_llx.mm&w-ea ------- --.----- _____ ----..._._ _- _ _-___ --- ---_ 

Hartnct Reject the nwltip:r use recomwndL~tion Jrid 
dccepi M3nag2 for Optiwnl,Bfy G3ue Prouuc- 
tion (Alternative C) as evaluated in the 
EIS. 

Nasty Flat 

North Bench/ 
Wild Horse 

Pennell 

Accept the multiple USC reconunendation 
(Alternative E) as evaluated in the EIS 

. 
Reject the multiple use recommendation and 
accept Manage For Optimum Big Game Proauc- 
tion (AlZrrative C) as evaluated in the 
EIS. 

Accept the multiple use recommendation 
(Alternative E) for bison but reject the 
multiple use recorrmendation (Alternative E) 
for deer and accept Manage For Optimum Big 
Gam Production (Alternative C) for deer 
as evaluated in the EIS. 

Robbers Roost Accept the multiple use recomnendation 
(Alternative E) as evaluated in the EIS. 

.Rockies 

. 

Sandy 1 

Reject the multiple use recommendation and 
accept Manage For Optimum Big Game Produc- 
tion (Alternative C) as evaluated in the 
EIS. 

Reject 
accept 
Levels 
EIS. 

the multiple use recommendation and 
no change - Continue Current Use 
(Alternative A) as evaiuated in the 

Inventory and studies .i!lree that there 
is suificient for,tge present in the 
allotment to support livestock grazing 
levels at preference and deer numbers 
at prior stable levels. 

The inventory ana range stuaies agree 
that a grazing level of 210 AUMs for 
deer and S76 AUMs for bison is available 
The stuaies also indicate that 399 AUMS 
are available for cattle; however, 474 
for livestock will be allowed. This 
allotment is scheduleo for early aevelop- 
ment. Range condition deterioration is 
not expcctea to occur because of the 
develovment ana continued monitorino and 
evaluation. As development occurs.- 
first priority for additional forage 
will be allocatea to deer until prior 
stable levels are reaches (530 total AUMs) 

Though inventory (SVIM) shows that 1,797 
AUMs of forage are available for live- 
stock, the use will be limited to prefer- 
ence as studies are not adequate to allow 
the increase. In order for all competing 
uses to begin at a conanon base, aeer use 
will be allocated at prior stable levels. 

Inventory ana studies show that not 
enough forage exists to meet preference 
and existing bison use. As this allot- 
ment has priority for development, it is 
felt the aeficit (96 Al&is) will quickly 
be realized through improvement. Current 
numbers can be satisfied. As development 
occurs, first priority for adaitional 
forage will be allocated to deer until 
prior stable levels are reacheo (1300 
total AUMs). 

Inventory and studies show that more than 
sufficient forage exists to meet the de- 
mands in this allotment. Livestock use 
will be hela to preference; however, pen- 
ding development of additional water 
resources. 

Studies are not complete enough to sup- 
port changes in livestock preference. 
In order for all competing uses to begin 
from a comnon ase prior stable deer num- 
use levels, and long-term objectives for 
6ig Horn Sheep will be allocated. Moni- 
toring will be intensified over a 5-year 
perioa to gather sufficient data to 
determine proper grazing levels. 

Though inventory (SVIM) and other range 
stuaies show a current grazing capacity 
belonr current use levels, this difference 
is only about 9 percent. It is felt that 
this aifference is so small that range 
deterioration will not occur. In order 
for competing uses to start from an even 
base', the wildlife use will be held at 
current levels. Monitoring will be care- 
fully evaluated to determine if this 
grazing level can continue without damage 
to the rangeland resource. 

I 
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Allot~:ent Decisicn R.ltion.tle 
z __- __---_ __ "--_y-___-----._=_i.-__E_Z_-_~ 

Sandy 2 Reject the Inaltiple use rccommenaation dna 
accept No Change - Continue Current Use 
Levels (AlternAtive A) for bison and manclge 
for optimum big 9ame production (Alternd- 
tive C) for oeer. 

Inventory and range studies both inaicate 
thdt this 3llotmerlt iS Over used. How- 

Sandy 3 Reject the multiple use recomnenaation and Inventory ana range stuaies show that 
accept. !lanage For Optimum Big Game Proauc- sufficient fordge is available to meet 
tion (Alternative C) as evaluateq in the livestock preference grazing levels and 
EIS. prior stable aeer numbers. 

Sawmill Basin Accept the multiple use recommendation 
(Alternative E) as evaluated in the EIS. 

A Cooperative Management Agreement will 
be prepared to limit livestock use imned- 
iately to 100 AUMs. Bison will be allo- 
cateo to support objective numbers. 
Though forage does not exist to satisfy 
prior stable deer numbers, the allocation 
is nearly-double current deer use. 

Sewing Machine Reject the mdltiple use recommendation and 
accept Manage For Optimum Big Game Produc-. 
tion (Alternative C) as evaluated in the 
EIS. 

Steele Butte Moaify the multiple use recommendation 
(Alternative E) as evaluated in the EIS 
to reserve the Cave Flat area for wildlife 
use only. 

Trachyte 

, 

Waterpocket 

-. 

Accept the multiple use recomnendation 
(Alternative E) for bison ano accept Manage 
For Optimum big Game Production (Alterna- 
tive C) for deer ano Big Horn Sheep. 

Reject the multtple use recomnenaation and 
accept Manage For Optimum Big Game Produc- 
tion (Alternative C) as evaluated in the 
EIS. 

ever, as the two do not agree on the 
degree of over-allocation, livestock use 
will be dlloWeU dt preference levels. 
In order for all competing uses to start 
from a conrmon base, initial allocation 
for bison use will be recognizea at cur- 
rent grazing levels, ana aeer at prior 
stable levels. This allotment has pri- 
ority for implementation of a Cooperative 
Kdnagement Agreement.. It is felt that 
through tie agreement and continued moni- 
toring, proper grazing levels ana range 
condition can be achieved. 

Though inventory (SVIM) indicates that 
2,646 AUMs of forage is available, there 
are no range studies to support the in- 
crease. Livestock preference levels will' 
be allocated along with prior stable deer 
numbers and long-term objective numbers 
for Big Horn Sheep. 

Inventory ana range studies agree on pro- 
per grazing levels. The livestock permit- 
tee and ELM have agreed to prepare a manr- 
agement plan for livestock grazing in 1984. 
This allotment has high priority for im- 
provement. The allotment is short 94 AUMs 
of meeting current bison forage needs and 
221 AUMS short of meeting prior stable 
deer use. Land treatment on Tarantula 
Mesa has been accomplished ta alleviate 
impacts from elimination of livestock on 
Cave Flat. 

As no studies are available to support 
changes in livestock preference the cur- 
rent use for bison and prior stable levels 
for deer will be allocated to assure a 
common base for all competing uses. 

Range studies support grazing use levels 
to be allowea at preference levels for 
deer. The season of use for a majority 
of the livestock use will be shortened for 
45 days in the spring. This will allow 
key forage species to increase in density 
ana vigor. 



Section 6;32O.Oi est2S7ishes the 3urea cf Land iia~sgenc~t's policy for the re- 
esta57ishx:it of native wildlife speci es foraee-ly ind~ger,ous to an area. 

. 
Authority for such re-cstabliskzent progr am can be found in the following sources: 

1. National Environmntal Po?icy Act (83 Stat. 8523. 

2. Taylor Grazing Act of 1934 (48 Stat. 1269) as amended. 
' * 

. 3. Public Land khinistrstion kt cf 1960 (74 Stat. 506). 
. . 

4. Endangered Species Act of 1973 (80 Stat. 926). '. 

5. Wild and Scenic . . Rivers Act of 1968 (82 Stat. 906 and 937). 

' 6. Federal Land Pslicy and Management Act of 1976 (90 Stat. 2743). 
I 

. 
7. . Presidential Order 71514, Protectfon and Enhancement of Environmental Quality. 

8. Departmentat Regu?ation, Cooperation cm Wildlife (43 CFR Subtit'le A, Part 24). 

9. Deparimrital Poficy es ta5lished and approved by the Secretary of the Interior . 
in August of 1966. 

. 
7. . Presidential Order 71514, Protectfon and Enhancement of Environmental Quality. 

8. Departmentat Regu?ation, Cooperation cm Wildlife (43 CFR Subtit'le A, Part 24). 

9. Deparimrital Poficy es ta5lished and approved by the Secretary of the Interior . 
in August of 1966. 
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UNITE3 STATES 

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 

BUREAU'OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

NomehFP) 

Henry Mountain P.A. 

""ii;i;j d, i fe 

-, 
: MANAGEfiEPJT FRAMEWORK PLAN Reference Number 
I .’ RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION WL-1.1 

RECOMMENDATIONS WL-1.1 

Initiate a program with the Utah Division of Wildlife Resources (UDWR) to re- 
introduce beaver into the Bull Creek and/or North Fork of Ftt. Ellen Creek areas 
by the end of FY 1985. 

RATIONALE 

For several years BLM and UDWR have discussed the possibility of reestablishing 
beaver on the Henry :?ountains. The two areas identified as having the most 
potential are the north fork of Mt. Ellen Creek and the headwaters of Bull Creek. 
There is ample evidence (i.e., beaver-cut trees and the remains of beaver 
dams) that at one time these areas provided suitable habitat for many beaver. 
In addition, the rejuvenation of aspen in the Mt. Ellen Creek burn area should 
provide ample food and lodge building materials to keep the beaver in these .' 
areas for quite some time. 

The reestablishment of beaver in these areas will: 1) provide a form of 
natural flood control that will help protect the watershed by reducing runoff, 
2) provide a more dependable water supply to wildlife species, especially 
during drought years, 

.habitats. 
and 3) generally,improve the qualities of these riparian 

: In addition, Mt. Ellen Creek and Bull Creek both have the potential _ 
for being cold water fisheries. The reestablishment of beaver in these areas 
would provide a perennial water source that would improve these riparian 
corridors to the point that a sport fisheries. may be established on the 

_ mountain. 
, 

Water diversions from irrigation systems have sometimes been attributed to 
beaver. This is true only until the beaver pond is filled, at which time the 
natural flow of the stream is once again obtained. The only real loss of 
water is a small amount to evaporation and riparian plants. This loss of 
water is mo,re than offset by the water that is conserved by beaver dams 
during flash floods. : 

: 

The improvement, enhancement, and maintenance of riparian ecosystems for fish 
and wildlife habitat is a major objective of the Bureau's long-range management 
plan. The re-establishment of beaver into this area is one management action 
that will help meet this objective. 

. . 

SUPPORT NEEDS 

-Place the Bull Creek drainage area in Category 2 for oil and gas with" 
special stipulations to restrict activity in riparian zones 

--_ \ .- 1 . . . . . _ 5 . -, - . .; - . 
,:. .- ." _' . . _ . . ,' 

.'. . _ 



,. RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS- DECISION CONTIFiJEO: 
- 
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i 
L-L-- 

MULTIPLE USE ANALYSIS 

-c 
I. 

. 

. 

. . 
-\ 

-“. 

i 
. :’ 

-. 

WATERSHED - If the beaver are properly managed, their reintroduction into the 
two drainages could have a significant positive impact to watershed resources. 
Bull Creek has been identified as having a high flow velocity and streambank 
erosion. Beaver dams would help stabilize this stream. Their dams would 
also provide a natural form of flood control that would. protect the watershed 
by acting as a buffer in reducing erosive runoff. The animals would construct 
and maintain their dams at little cost to management. These dams would also 
provide a more reliable water supply to wildlife and other waterusers. 

. - 
The beaver must be managed correctly to prevent over-population which could 
result in a denuding of the surrounding vegetation and the probable loss of the 
dams. 

RECREATION - This action would have a positive impact to recreation. Benefits 
for the recreation program could'include general sightseeing for beaver and 
deer, new cold water fisheries, and improved habitats for game species. ' 

SOCIOECONOMIC - This action could have negative impact to existing irrigation 
ditches and canals if the beaver are not properly managed. Repair and main- 
tenance costs would increase for these systems and this could cause additional 
problems between the BLM and the rangeland user. 

J 

ALTERNATIVE 1 (No Action) 

Do not take any action to reintroduce beaver into the Bull Creek .and North Fork 
of Ellen Creek areas and continue with existing management. - 

MULTIPLE USE ANALYSIS 

No adverse watershed, recreation, or socioeconomic impacts were identified with 
no action. Those opportunities identified in the multiple-use analysis for the 
recommendation (WL-1.1) would be lost. There would not be any conflict with 
the rangeland users since there would be no damage to irrigation canals as a 
resul t.of the beaver. : 

ibn WILDLIFE - Failure to identify and provide habitat for a beaver re-introduct 
program would result in opportunities foregone to: (1). enhance and improve 
riparian ecosystems as specified under wildlife recommendation WL-3.1; (2) 
establish a cold water sport fishery; (3) reduce stream flow velocity and 
stream bank erosion on the Bull Creek drainage as outlined in watershed re- 
commendation W-3.1;'(4) protect and enhance watershed values through the use 
of water control structures (W-1.1) and (5) provide a more dependable water 
supply to wildlife, especially during drought years. The no action alternative 
is in direct opposition to the proposed recommendation and would have an ad- 
verse impact on fish and wildlife as well-as watershed planning objectives. 

. ’ 
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Ui4TED SIATES Nomo (MF Pj 

CEFE,RTklE!;T OF THE IF4TEI1IOR f-lenry Mountain P.A. 

BU;IEAU OF LMJ :vlANAGEhlENT Activity 

Wild-life 
&44Ai*!~tG?iT.‘iZT~IT FRCtI~z”tZ\L;‘OR!C PLAN Reference Number 

RECO~~~,;Er~DATlO~l-A:1ALYSIS- DECISION 
blL-1 . 1 I_____-_ 

MULTIPLE USE RECOMEIENDATION WL-1.1 

Accept the specialist recommendation as written. 

RATIOFIALE 
. 

. 
See the rationale for the specialist recommendation. * 

The reestablishment of beaver will improve the watershed, riparian vegetation, 
and general aesthetics of the area. Improved habitat would also be created for 
a potential cold water fishery.' Both the responding public and the Multiple-Use 
Advisory Council favored this proposal. 

SUPPORT NEEDS 

Implement,the support needs identified under the specialist recommendation. In 
addition: 

-Determine water.rights for Bull Creek 
-Conduct literature search on Beaver introduction to determine impacts on existing 

flow 

-.-----------------"--------~----------"- 

D&ION WL-1.1' , 

-. Accept the multiple use recommendation and the identified'support needs. 

RATIONALE . 

The rationales for the specialist and multiple use recommendations adequately 
discuss and support the desirability and need for this action. _ 

,. 

: 

. 

: , 

. 
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UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 

BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT . 

i 
MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PtAN 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 
Reference Number 

WL-1.2 
‘ 

RECOMMENDATIOM WL-1.2 

Coordinate a desert bighorn sheep 'reintroduction program with the Utah Division 
of Wildlife Resources to transplant a herd of.approximately 12 to 16 sheep 
within the boundaries of the Little Rockies Wilderness Study Area (LRWSA) by 
1983 (see ACEC/WL-1.5 recommendation). 

RATIONALE 

The desert bighorn sheep Ovis canadensis nelsoni is one of the most sought 
after big game trophy anix in North AmxcTWishart, 1978). Desert bighorn 
populations have declined drastically since the latter half of the nineteenth 
century. It is currently estimated that there are fewer than 15,000 desert 
bighorn in the United States (Wishart, 1978). The population in Utah is 
estimated to be approximately 300 with most of these animals located in south- 
eastern Utah (UDHR, 1980). The major reasons for this.decline have been loss 
of wilderness habitat, livestock overgrazing, and illegal hunting. .- 

The desert bighorn sheep is, by all definitions, a wilderness animal (Leopold, 
. . 1933). There are only a few areas left that can satisfy their habitat needs 

I (Galliziolij 1977). The Utah Division of Wildlife Resources (UDWR) has ; 
-. identified the Little Rockies region of the planning area as a potential site 

for reestablishing these animals. This area lies within the Little Rockies 
Wilderness Study Area (LRWSA) and includes parts of the Rockies and Trachyte 
allotments- as.well as the Little Rockies National Natural Landmark. The LRWSA 
is of special importance because it represents one of the last areas of historic 
range for desert bighorn. This area is characterized by rough terrain and 
precipitous slopes which would provide ideal shelter, escape and reproductive - 
cover for the desert bighorn. In addition, there is ample forage to meet the 
animals dietary requirements. One possible limiting factor is a lack of water. 

Most of the LRWSA was set aside as unavailable for grazing in the original 
adjudication and is considered marginal, at best, for livestock use. There- 
fore, there should be .no serious conflict with livestock operations. It is one 
of BLM's long-range objectives to provide a variety of wildlife to meet the 
recreational needs of the public. : . 

SUPPORT NEEDS 

' -Retain LRWSA in Category 4 (‘No leasing for oil and gas) 
-Limit ORV use to existing roads ,. 
-Develop water sources 

: ,. 

-Withdraw from mineral entry. 
-Exclude livestock grazing 

' .' :..,. : ,,'. ,, ,., 
., : 
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RECOMMENDATION‘-ANALYSIS-DECISION COI?TINUEO: 
f 

I ;; 

MULTIPLE USE ANALYSIS * 

MINERALS - The support needs identified for this recommendation would continue 
to carry the area with a Category 4 "no lease" designation for oil and gas. 
The no lease designation would negatively impact oil and gas exploration 
and development in the area. According to geologic data and characteristics, 
the LRWSA area shows .a favorable potential for deposits of oil and gas, This 
assumption is based on the location of the LRblSA within the Paradox Basin, 
which is noted for its biohet-ms (porous caverns which act as repositories for. 
hydrocarbon deposits) *and structural traps (hydrocarbons trapped.in permeable 
and/or porous rock formations by an overlayer of impermeable rock),. There is 
also geologic evidence that there is potential for oil and gas accumulations 
associated with the Little Rockies intrusive bodies. No wells have been 
drilled in the immediate vicinity of the Henry Mountain intrusions to verify 
the real potential of this geologic formation. Keeping the LRWSA in a no 
lease designation would negatively impact the option to drill in the future.if 
other significant discoveries are made in the immediate vicinity. A Category 
2 oi7 and gas designation would provide protection for wildlife and watershed 
values while still providing the oil and gas industry the option to do exploratory 
drilling in the area, Drilling will be the only true way of determining the worth 
of the area for oil and gas. 

.\ 
The mineral withdrawal support need recommended for the area would have a :5 

“ significant negative impact on potential future mining claims. The withdrawa 
would have no effect on the mining claims that currently exist within the 
LRWSA area. No commercial quantities of the locatable minerals, gold and 
copper, have been found in the area. Texas Gulf Corporation has been-involved 
with exploratory drilling for uranium in Four Mile Canyon. Since 1978, 76 
holes have been dri7led with five showing considerable quantities of uranium ' _ 
and silver. Based on these findings, Texas Gulf Corporation estimates the 
area has commercial deposits of the two minerals (estimated amount withheld ' 
for confidentiality). 

The mineral withdrawal could have a significant negative impact to the locatables 
mineral program on the remaining portion of the LRtJSA area where claims have 
not already been filed. The extent of the area's.geologic potential for other 
deposits cannot be determined without exploratory drilling. 

WATERSHED - The implementation of the support needs for the proposed ACEC wild- 
life recommendation, ACEC/WL-1.5, area would have a positive impact on the water- . 
shed. This impact would be based on the restriction of surface disturbing activities 

.which are contrary to good watershed management. This is especially true in the 
case of ORV use since rehabilitation of these ways is usually left to nature. 
Under the new 3809 regulations, rehabilitation of disturbed areas from mineral 

. : 

entry will *negate long term impacts, but short term negative impacts will still 
occur on those areas where c'laims already exist. "I ^_ ,,l. ' I 
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RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION CONTINUED: 

I' 

RECREATION - This action would have a positive impactto the recreation pro- 
gram. This assumption is based on an identifiable change that could be meas- 
ured in terms of increased sightseeing opportunities and the potential for 
additional hunting opportunities for a species which is currently not hunted in 
the area. In 1981, a desert bighorn sheep permit was put up forbid and the 
final offer received amounted to $22,000. . 

SOCIOECONOMIC - There could be a negative impact to Garfield County if mineral ' 
development is restricted. The county could lose employment and taxes if 
mineral exploration and development did not occur because of the sensitivity of 
the desert bighorn sheep to human related activities. Since many other port- 
ions of the planning area with geologic potential are still open to mineral 
activity, this impact would have to be considered insignificant unless it is 
somehow determined that valuable minerals actually do exist in the LRGlSA where 
claims have not already been made. 

There would be a positive impact to-the county because of the increased re- 
creation and hunting actiliities and associated revenue that would result from 
the desert bighorn sheep reintroduction. These recreation revenues would not 
necessarily mitigate the lost potential tax revenues the county might accrue 
from mineral production. However, the Little Rockies have not been given much 
attention from a mineral exploration standpoint over the last ten years. 

'-Although Texasgulf Inc. has recently identified uranium deposits in the Little 
Rockies, most of their exploration is taking place on the southern part of'the 
mountain. Since these claims have already been made in the area, they would 
supercede any mineral withdrawal made if the recommendation and support needs 
were implemented. Therefore, Texasgulf Inc. could legally mine the area and 
still provide benefits to the County in terms of employment and resource ,~ 
development. 

ALTERNATIVE 1 (No Action) .. 
. 

. 

Discourage the reintroduction of Desert Bighorn sheep into the Little Rockies 
and provide no support needs to enhance the habitat,for the sheep. 

MULTIPLE USE ANALYSIS 
. . 

. 

Under this alternative, the National Natural Landmark (NNL) designation would 
remain intact. According.to a 1972 Memorandum of Agreement, the BLM agreed to 
take appropriate steps to protect the important natural features of each site 
designated as a Registered Natural Landmark. Existing management guidelines 
for the area are limited to having the NNL and a portion of the Little Rockies 
to the north- of the NNL classified in a Category 4"no lease".status for oil and 
gas. The area has never been identified or designated through the MFP. (al- 
though a primitive area designation was recommended in the 1974 MFP). There- 

_*. - -_ ,: .., fore, impacts from this no action alternative will be based on the assumption 

. . .._ - 

.. 
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RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-IiEClSlON CONTINUED: 
I 

; 

L : 
. 

that the oil and gas Category 4 classification would be the only restriction 
placed on land uses in the area. 

MINERALS - This no action alternative would continue to have a negative impact 
on oil and gas development in the area. This adverse impact is based on the 

.location of the proposed area in the Paradox Basin, which is noted for its 
formations ,oF bioher-ms (porous caverns which act as repositories fo'r hydro- 
carbon deposits) and structural traps (hydrocarbons trapped in permeable and/or 
porous rock formations by an overlayer of impermeable rock).that have the 
potential for large deposits of oil and gas. If the area remains in,a no lease 
classification, exploratory drilling will be excluded from the area and po- 
tential production data cannot be' obtained. 

This.area could still be provided protection if a Category 2 with special 
stipulations (i.e., no drilling on slopes in excess of 25%) was implemented. 
This would mitigate the adverse impact of no leasing and provide the oil and 
gas industry an opportunity to determine the actual geologic potential for oil 
and gas deposits. 

WATERSHED - This alternative would have a positive impact to the watershed in 
the area. The Category 4 "no leasing" classification would continue to prevent 

‘! a proliferation of access roads associated with oil and gas exploration and 

/ development. Surface disturbance from mineral- development would be.kept to a "j 
minimum and loss of vegetation would not occur* ,.' 

ORV use would continue to pose a threat to the stability of the watershed. 
Even though natural features act as a restriction, to ORV use at the higher : 
elevations, public lands on the.lower levels of Mt. Holmes and .Mt. Ellsworth 
could be negatively impacted from such use; Steep hills, fragile soils and ' 
limited vegetation make the area sensitive to the type of surface disturbance 
associated with ORV use. From a watershed stability standpoint, ORV. use 
should be restricted or limited to those existing roads in the area. Access 
roads from earlier mineral exploration which have been or are in various 
stages or rehabilitation from natural processes should be closed. Only those 
roads needed for management purposes should be identified for future use. This 
would reduce the amount ,of sediment yield and gullying which usually results ' "I 
from uninhabitated roads. 

-WILDLIFE - The LRWSA is one of the last large areas of historic range suitable 
for the reintroduction of desert bighorn sheep. Failure to provide and protect 
suitable habitat for the reintroduction program would result in benefits and 
opportunities.foregone to: (1)'meet the Bureau's long-range objectives of 
providing a variety of wildlife especially rare species and (2) enhance the 
recreational activities (hunting and wildlife observations) that these animals 
would provide. As .such, the no action alternative is in direct opposition to 

-1 \< 
the proposed recommendation and would have a hi,gh *adverse impact on wildl-ife. . 

.\ planning objectives. 
. '. 

_ . . ,* . . 
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RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-iIEClSION CONTINUED: 
$ : . 

RECREATION - If the desert bighorn sheep are not introduced into the Little 
Rockies, recreational benefits as described under the multiple use analysis for 
the recommendation (WL-1.2) would not occur. Hunting opportunities for bighorn 
sheep as well as those for sightseeing and photographing the animal would be 
lost. The opportunity to use the iiiSA for the sheep reintroduction could be 
lost. . . 

SOCIOECONOMIC - 80th positive and negative impacts would result to Garfield 
County. Hunting and recreation benefits associated with the sheep would be 
lost, but there would be less need to apply surface disturbing restrictions on 
mineral development if the area is not approved as a wilderness area by Congress 
and the sheep are not introduced into the area. 

. 

. 



lj?JlTrD STATES 
DEPARTWE;IIT OF TtlC INTERIOR 

BUREAU OF LAN0 MANAGEMENT 

I,A/?~MXf.EMT FRAViE’I\COT?!! PLAN 
RECOMMENOATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Name(MFP) 

L hnry lilountain P.A. 
Activity 

Wildlife 
Reforance Number 

WI-1 -7 

MULTIPLE USE RECOMf~1ENDATION GIL-l.2 . a ----^-------------l_--- 

Coordinate a desert bighorn sheep.reintroduction program with the Utah Division 
of Wildlife Resources and provide the needed habitat for the sheep within the 
Little Rockies WSA boundary by 1983-84. . 

RATIONALE ------I 

See the rationale for the specialist recommendation. 

One of the Bureau's long-range objectives is to provide a variety of wildlife 
to meet the recreational needs of the public. Providing habitat and support- 
ing IJDWR's plan of re-establishing desert bighorn sheep into the Little Rockies 
WSA help meet this objective. The public and the District Multiple Use Advisory 
Council both support this recommendation. 

. 
If the BLM adopts this recommendation, adequate protection should be provided 
for the habitat because of the species' sensitivity to human related activities. 
Therefore, the following support needs should be implemented if the reintroduction 
is to be successful. 

, I. ; SUPPORT NEEDS 

-Mineral withdrawal on crucial-critical ranges once established if area is not 
designated as wilderness 

-Retain in Category 4 (no leasing.for oil and gas) 
-Exclude livestock grazing 
-Develop water sources 1 
-Exchange out state sections . 

-Limit ORV use to existing roads as defined in the Wilderness Inventory 
Handbook . 

: 
DECISION WL-1.2 -7 

Accept the multiple use recommendation and the identified support needs. 

RATIONALE --I 

The rationales for the-specialist and multiple use recommendations adequately 
discuss and support the desirability and need for this.action. 

2 / 
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The B;~reau of Land Flanarjenent as a Federal agency, has ken mandated to identify, . 
protect, ~B.i~tFiii:, rzan.332, er.kancz aqd im?rovQ riparian areas (>/&lands and 
floodplains) on XV adsjnistewd lands, Authority for these actions can be 
found in the following laws, ExecuVive Orders (EO), BLN Canual Sections and ELM 
Instruction Pfenoranda: 

_. 
Legislation: 
1. Sikas Act of 1974 as a72nM 

.Publ ic Rangelantis i;nprovei:ent Act of 1978 . $1 
Flatior,al Enviromental Protecticn Act of 1969 as amended.. 

Eiecutive Orders . 
1. EO 11990 (Wetlands) 
2. EO 11988 (Floodplains) . 

BLM Manual Sectiorq 
7. 1605/7508 . 

:: 
6740 
7221 

BLM Instruction Ftemoranda 
1. If,! Flo. 73-410 
2. Ii’1 F!D. 73-445 
3. 1r;I ko. 79-713 

: : 

. . . 
,, . . . 
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UNITED STATES 
. DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 

BUREAU OF LAN0 MANAGEMENT . 

MANAGEhiENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

NamrhFP) 

Henry Mountain P.A. 
Activity 

Wildlife 
Reference Number 

b/l -7.1 . . ,+. 

RECOMfitENDATION WL-2.1 --I 

a) Improve those riparian areas in poor and fair condition (see attached 
condition table on next page) by implementing plans which could include elimi- 
nating livestock grazing in critical areas, reducing periods of use and/or 
amount of use, changing kinds of livestock use, establishment bf buffer strips, 
modification of road and trail alignments, modification of spring development 
and maintenance specifications or a combination of the above. Implement these 
riparian management actions as needed on the following streams which..were 
surveyed during the SVIM inventory through the revision ordevelopment of AMPS 
and HMPs. 

b) On the remaining unsurveyed streams, conduct a survey of the riparian eco- 
system and implement management actions to improve poor and fair condition 
riparian areas as the AlYPs and HMPs are-revised or developed. 

c) Maintain the status quo of those streams in good condition. .- 

RATIONALE 
. 

-- 

- Riparian areas a're an important asset in terms of natural resources because 
they are a crucial source of biological diversity. They provide popular 

._ recreational opportunities, are highly valued by livestock for grazing, water- 
ing sites and resting areas, prevent soil,erosion on stream banks and are used 
by wildlife more proportionally than any other habitat type. 

In the semiarid west, such areas are extremely scarce and make up a relatively 
small portion of the land resources. Riparian area degradation.has resulted in 
conditions which adversely influence water quality and quantity, recreational 
fisheries, area aesthetics, and a wide range of fish and wildlife values, in- 

. cluding'many endangered, threatened and sensitive species.' 

The BLM has been mandated to enhance, maintain and protect riparian ecosystems 
by laws such as: 1) the Federal Land Policy and Management Act of-1976; 2) 
Executive Order 11988 (Floodplain Management); and 3) Executive Order 11990 
(Protection of Wetlands). This latter order clarifies Bureau policy on protect- 
ion of these very important ecological areas. 

Wetland-Riparian Area Protection and Management (6740) published in the Federal 
Register (Vol. 45, No. 25) outlines the BLM's management goals and objectives 
for riparian.areas which are tti implement a management system to protect, 
maintain, and enhance all wetland-riparian areas administered by BLM and ensure. 
that all wetland-riparian areas, their unique characteristics and their eco- 
logical requirements (biological, chemical, and physical) are managed in 

- .._ accordance with legislative, Executive, Departmental, and Secretarial direct- . 
\ '\ ions. . ,. I , !'. -* .'. 

* 
-- : _- : -- 



STREAM CONDITION 
L-m---------- 
Allotment 

u--w--- 
Stream Name ---II-w-v 

I Blue Bench 

w-e--- 
AcEez 

----s- 
Condition --- 

Birch Creek 
Cedar Creek 
Cottonwood Creek 
Sweetwater 

222 Fair 

Bullfrog 

Burr Point 

Cathedral 

Cedar Point 

Riparian area' not sampled 
Riparian area not sampled , 

2,442 

Bullfrog Creek 
Bullfrog Creek 
Bul7 frog Creek 
Clay Canyon 
4-Mile Canyon Cr. 
Mud Creek 
Muley Creek 
Pennell Creek . 
Scratch Canyon Cr. 
Squaw Creek 
Tom Canyon Creek 

1,189 . 
58 

Riparian area not sampled 
Riparian area not sampled 

297 
115 

8: 
iiparian area not sampled 

Beaver Canyon 
Beaver Canyon 
Granite Creek 
Poison Spring Canyon 
Poison Spring Wash 

87 

2; 
Ripprian area not sampled 
Riparian area not sampled 

Fremont River 
Fremont River 

152 . 
lj103 

Crescent Creek 
Dirty Devil River 

Riparian area not sampled 
16 

Crescent Creek Copper Creek 
Crescent Creek 
Granite Creek 

Dry Lakes- Birch Creek 
Cottonwood Creek 

Hanksville' Birch Creek 
Cottonwood Creek 

Hartnet Fremont River 

Nasty Flat Cedar Creek 
No. Fork Pistol Cr. 
No. Fork So. Cr. - 

'So. Fork Pistol Cr. 

North Bench Muddy River 

Riparian area not sampled 
Riparian area not sampl.ed 

Riparian area not sampled 
Riparian area not sampled 

98 

. Riparian area not sampled 
Riparian area' not sampled 
Riparian area not sampled 
Riparian area not sampled 

.?21 

. - 

‘. 
.’ -. 

15 . 

Poor 

Poor 
Poor 
Poor 
Poor 

Poor 
Fair 
Good 
Poor 

Good 
Fair 
Poor 

Poor 
Poor 

Fair 

Poor 
Poor - 
Poor 

Fair 

Poor . ,' . 

, 
i 
1 



Allotment 

Pennell 

STREAM COFIDITIOPii (Conditioned) 

Stream Name Ac.reage Condition 
) 

Benson Creek Riparian area not sampled " 

Rockies 

Sandy 1 

Sandy 2 
. 

Black Creek 
Browns Creek 

Riparian area not sampled 
Riparian area not sampled 

Bulldog Creek Riparian area not sampled 
Cass Creek Riparian area not sampled 
Coyote Creek Riparian area not sampled 
Dark Canyon Cr. Riparian area not sampled,, 
Mud Creek Riparian area not s,ampled 
Pennell Creek Riparian area not sampled 
Pennell Roughs Fork Riparian area not sampled 

of Pennell Cr. 
Pipe Spring Cri . Riparian area not sampled 
Saleratus Creek Riparian area not sampled 
Scratch Canyon Cr. Riparian area not sampled 
Slate Creek Riparian area not,sampled 
Straight Cr. Pipe- 

line and Troughs 12 
Straight Creek 
Straight Creek :.. 

Copper Creek 92 
Copper Springs Cr. 59 
Fair Mile Canyon Cr. 33 
Gold Creek Riparian area not sampled 
Hansen Creek 189 
Middle Fork Ticaboo Cr. 'Riparian area not sampled 
Milk Creek 12 
No. Fork Ticaboo Cr& Riparian area not sampled 
Seven Mile Creek 
Shitamarine Creek ' 

Ripdrian area not sampled 
Riparian area not sampled 

Smith Fork Riparian area not sampled 
So. Fork Ticaboo Cr. Riparian area not sampled 
Squaw Creek 92 
Star Creek : Riparian area not sampled 
Swett Creek 
Ticaboo Creek 2 
Two Mile,Canyon Cr. 10 
Warm Spring' Creek Ripa.rian area not sampled 

Cottonwood Creek 
Pleasant Creek 
Sandy Creek 
Sandy Creek 

Bitter Creek Riparian area not sampled 
Bitter Spring Cr. Riparian area not sampled 
Blind Trail Cr. 3,257 
Divide Canyon Cr. Riparian a,rea not sampled 

Riparian area not sampled 

2;; . 
270 

Poor 
Good 
Poor 

Good . - '.._ 
,z .. , 

9 : '1 
. . 

. 

Poor 
Poor 
Poor 

Fair 
Fair 
Fair 

Fair 

Poor 

Fair 

Fair 
Fair 
Fair 



i’ 1 RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION CONTINUED: 
- 

SUPPORT NEEDS ----- 

-Allotment Management Plans 
-Habitat Management Plans 
-Riparian inventory 
-Environmenta. Assessment for adjustments needed on unsurveyed-riparian areas 

MULTIPLE USE ANALYSIS --- 

Alternatives, and impacts will be addressed in the Henry Mountain Grazing Environ- 
mental Impact Statement scheduled.for completion in October 1982. 
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UMTED STATES 
. DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 

BUREAU OF 1AND hlANAGEh?ENT . r 

Nameh’tFP) 

Henry Mountain P.A. 
Activity 

Wildlife 
.' ,', - MAN,4GEP.tE:4-l- FRAk5EWOP.K PLAN Reference Number 

, ," 
RECOMh4ENOATIOti-ANALYSIS-CECISION WL-2.1 

MULTIPLE USE RECOMMENDATION WL-2;l . . ------ I_---------- 

Accept the specialist recommendation as written. 

. RATIONALE ---- 
. 

Riparian.area maintenance.and improvement actions should be identified and 
implemented through the development of AMPS and HMPs. This coordinated effort 
will assure the proper management of riparian areas through a program which 
addresses both wildlife and livestock's use of such areas. 

AM? and HMP development or revisions which identify and incorporate riparian area 
assessments and improvement strategies is the most effective way.to assure the 
Bureau's objective to "Provide and protect.habitat for fish and wildlife to 
ensure stability and natural diversity;.enhance streamside, shoreline, emergent, 
and submergent vegetation; and provide water of a quantity, and quality necessary 
for fish, other acquatic organisms, and waterfowl." (Managing the Public Lands). 

SUPPORT NEEDS -Y 
,/.- - i, . Implement the support needs identified under the specialist recommendation. 

'.G 
; I;: 
'.*. ,~,,,,,,L,,,,----..-I---1.-----,-,,,Lr-r- 

'. 

DECISION WL-2.1 

. Accept the multiple use recommendation and the identified support needs. 

RATIONALE 
. 

The rationales for the specialist and multiple use recommendations adequately 
discuss and support the desirability and need for this action. 

. 
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UNITED STATES Name (M F P) 

. DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR . rv Mm-in 
BUREAUOFLANO MANAGEMENT . Activity 

Wildlife 

/’ 
:; ;’ 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN Obiective Number 

ACTlViiY OBJECTIVE N-3 

ISSUE 

To increase the number of big game animals, especially bison and mule deer; by 
increasing the number of AUMs reserved for wildlife. 

OBJECTIVE 

Maintain and improve rangeland conditions and implement big game use levels 
which do not exceed the carrying capacity of the range. ' 

RATIONALE 

An ever increasing number of the local and regional public is demanding that 
their pursuit of big game animals be improved by an increased hunter percent 
success ratio. As this demand continues to increase, the public will become 
aware that an increase in big game numbers is primarily dependent upon avail- 
able AU% given to big game via the forage allocation process. At the present 
time, it is easy for big game to overpopulate their “share" of the range 
because that share is so iow when compared,to that which has been allocated to 
livestock. As shown in the PAA, there is a need for and.a public demand for 
increased numbers of big game animals for recreational.purposes (see Recrea- 

, -. tion section of this MFP). The impacts on the natural environment would be 
minimal if this objective is obtained. There would, however,'be considerable 

: i impact on some local livestock users. This would be compensated for by the 
greater benefits to a greater number of other public land users. 



UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 

f4amehAFP) 

Henry Mountain P.A. 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT * I Activity 

Wildlife 
{/ 
.I : 
\ : 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

* 

Reference Number 

WI-3-l 
- - 

RECOMMENDATION WL-3.1 
b-J-- 

3Pe3 
Provide the followin!j forage allocations on crucial bison/mule deer range .and sub- 
stantial value antelope and desert.bighorn sheep ranges (See MFP 1 Table 1). 

‘RATIONALE 

The Henry Mountain Planning Area (HtiPA) was originally divided into the East 
Mountain, West Mountain.and Mountain Proper Units. The 1964-67 adjudication 
process reserved wildlife AUMs according to these Units rather than by allotment 
(BLM, 1964), These reservations took into consideration former cooperative agreements 
with the Utah Division of Wildlife Resources (UDWR) for a 1940 elk transplant and 
a 1941 bison transplant. 

The adjudication process reserved a total of 7,495 AUMs for wildlife, 4,500.lfor 
deer, 1050 for bison and 1,945 unidentified AUMs for any specific wildlife species. 
It is important to note that the reservation of wildlife AUMs by allotment has 
never been completed. 

On the West Mountain Unit, a total of 883 AUM's were reserved for wildlife in the 
following areas: 

.,-I- 
./' ', 

:: 
East part of Apple.Brush Bench below,the P-J line. 

_. Tarantula Mesa. 

2 
Pennell Creek Benches and Pennell Roughs. 
Coyote and Wolverton Benches; south of Trachyte Creek and east of Coyote. 

5. The P-J belt all the way around the mountain in the West Mountain Unit. 

;: 
Cedar Mesa. 
Indian Spring Benches. 

if: 
Black Hole and Cat Ranch area. 
Little Rockies. 

10: Swap Mesa. 

Of the total AUMs reserved for wildlife on this Unit, 139 deer AUMs were reserved i 
on Swap Mesa. The Bureau of Land Management (1964) assured the UDWR that only 120 
AUMs of livestock use would be allowed in those areas reserved for wildlife on this ; : 
Unit. -_ 
On the Mountain Proper Unit, a total of 5,550 AUMs, 4,500 and 1,050 for deer and 

.bison respectively, were reserved for wildlife. Table 1 shows the breakdown of 
these AUMs by allotment. The Dry Lakes allotment was declared as unsuitable for 
livestock and all the AUMs in this allotment were subsequently reserved for bison. 
The 1962-63 Range survey, upon tihich the original adjudication was based, indicated 
there was 417 livestock AUMs (District,files) and 499 wildlife AUMs in this allotment. ., 

On the East Mountain Unit, a total of 1,062 AUMs were reserved for wildlife. 
. Within the three Units mentioned above most of the P-J zone was reserved for .,-.. +. - *. ) wildlife. This included the area around King Ranch, Apple Brush Bench, Stevens 

I.. > Narrows, Ttirn of Bullfrog, Pipehole sprjngs, Scratch Canyon, Black Hole, Cat Ranch 
.-J 



. 

fKCOMMENDATIDN-ANALYSIS- DECISION CONTINUED: 
i 

,I . 

hole Springs, Scratch Canyon, BlacklHole, Cat Ranch, Coyote Bench, Eagle Genches, 
Horseshoe Basin, Birch Spring (North end of mountain), Dry Lakes, Lost Spring, 
Oak Springs, Cedar Creek, Tarantula Mesa, one half of Swap Mesa, Cedar Mesa, 
North Wash, most of Trachyte Wash and the Little Rockies. 

Since the adjudication there have been numerous projects undertaken to increase 
wildlife AUMs. For instance, the LlDWR was involved in the planning, funding and 
maintenance of many habitat improvement projects.,. In.addition, the UDWR has also 
leased thirteen state set-tions, seven 0.f which are in crucial.bison habitat, 
specifically for wildlife. The UDWR also retired the AUMs'in the Dry Lakes 
allotment entirely for wildlife. 

A Management Framework Plan for the -Henry Mountain Planning Area was completed in 
1974. This plan did not break down wildlife AUMs by allotments. Although the 
plan provided a total of 7,200 AUMs, 2,400 for bison and 4,800 for deer, it 
actually reduced the total number of wild!ife AUMs authorized in the 1964-67 
adjudication. In addition, no AUMs were specifically allocated for bighorn sheep 
or antelope. 

Considering the past MFP.decisions, the past'cooperative agreements, the past 
‘wildlife reservations, the extensive development of habitat,‘ the current criteria 
for livestock suitability, the current leasing of state lands by UDWR in crucial- . 

.' critical bison habitat, the extensive range survey through SVIM and ongoing 
'. habitat improvement projects, there should be considerable more AUMs available 

-.'. for wildlife over that authorized in the 1964-67 adjudication.or allocated in the 
1974 MFP. Currently, livestock preference accounts for approximately 85 percent 
of the available forage on the planning unit. This is a disproportionate share 

-.. . of the forage and is not in the best interest of multiple use resource management. 

. The impacts to big game populations from this imbalance in forage allocation as 
well as poorly managed grazi.ng systems are severe., Current big game population 
estimates-indicate that since the adjudication; (1) mule deer populations have 
declined far.below pre 1964 levels and (2) antelope and desert bighorn sheep 
numbers have remained static at levels well below what would reasonably be 
expected to occur. The bison is the only big game species showing any increase 
in numbers, approximately 125 head, since the adjudication process. 

* Under this recommendation;livestock acti.ve preference would be cut to 43,360' 
AUMs, or approximately 75 percent of the available forage, while wildlife would - 
be allocated 14,923 AUMs or approximately 25 percent of the available forage. In . 
addition, no livestock grazing would be allowed on,the mountain proper allotments. ,' 
This reallocation would result in a more equitable distribution of forage without 
severely impacting livestock operations (Note: Implementation of this alternative 
would result in the loss of only 6 percent of the total available forage to 
;il;;.;ck) while at the same time insuring healthier and larger herds of big game 

. 1. . . . . . ._ . . .i : 
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MFP 1 - TABLE I 

M&age For Optfmum Big Game Productfon. - 
Biohorn 

Livestock Bison Mule Deer Antelope EWOS Sheep 
Alternative Alternative Crucial Crucial Crucial Alternative Crucial Crucial Alternative Alternative Alternat 

Kind of Grazing ' Period of Use Grazing Winter Summer Yearlong Grazing Wintera Summera Grazing Grazing Grazing 
OTMENTS Livestock Use (AUMs) Current Proposed Use (AUMI) (AUMs) (AUMs) (AUMs) Use (AlJMs) (AUMs) (AUMs) Use (AUMs) Use (AUHs) Use (AU!{ 

e Bench Cattle 2,737 9/l-5/31 No change. 

!frogc Cattle 2,123 10/l-5/31 No change 
Sheep 1,229 10/l-5/31 No change 

* Point. Cattle 1,725 9/l-5/31 No change 
Sheep 488 10/l-5/5 No change 

edral d 

' !Mar: 

Cattle 2,366 
B 1,871 
P 495 

Cattle 1.029 

10/l-5/31 No change 

9/l-5/31 No change 

cent Ck. No livestock grazing (None) 

sville Cattle 4,538 9/l-5/31 No change 
Sheep 1,462 .10/1-S/31 No change 

etd Cattle 2,884 
B 967 
P 1.917 

&%-:* ., 

11/l-6/15 No change 0 

Rat 
sty 

No livestock grazing (None) 870 
(1,455) 

Bench Cattle 306 

I1 No livestock grazing 

9/l-3/31 No change 0 

: 
(None) 1,971 

(1,995) 

'b 0 
(14) 

28 

0 

(2:) 

159 

35 

. 

0 375 

28 0 179 
(204) 

Cl 0 222 

0 180 
(331) 

159 0 288 
(478) 

35 0 240 

0 0 128 

652 218 248 
(977) (476) (530) 

0 

777 

52 

1,pso 
(1,300) 

0 179 5 

143 

0 

0 

.' 

(2% 

0 

0 

0 

(5:) 

0 

303 
(553) 

0 0 

,O 0 

277 

0 0 

0 180 

253 
(443) 

0 

0 

165 
(403) 

0 

458 

0 

. . 

129 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

9 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 



Biahorn 
Livestock Bison Mule Deer Antelope- Siieep Burros 

Alternative Alternative Crucial Crucial Crucial Alternative Crucral Crucial Alternative Alternative Alternatj 
Kind of Grazing Period of Use Grazing Winter Summer Yearlong Grazing Grazing Graiing 

:MENTS Livestock Use (AUMS) Current Proposed Use (AUMS) (Awls) (AUMs) (AUMS) 
Wintera Summera Grazing 

Use (AUMs) (AUMs) (AUMs) Use (AUMs) Use (AUMs) Use (AU& 

ers 
ostc 

Cattle 6,439 

ies C Cattle 2,858 10/l-5/31 No.change 0 
Sheep Ce (None) 

Y Id 

/2 

Cattle 

Sheep 

Cattle 

6 
P 

938 
656 
282 
210 

701f 

I 3d Cattle 981 

F 
301 
680 

;ll Basin No livetock grazing (None) 

‘9 
hineC 

Cattle 

e Butte Cattle 

yte Cattle 378 
oe 

Y/1-5/31 No change 20 
Sheep (None) 

socketc'd Cattie 

Sheep 

iorse Cattle 

‘.a1 h Cattle 

Sheep 

2,646 11/l-4/15 No change 0 

1,062g 10/16-5/31 No change 213 
(590) 

3,082 
B 2,918 
P 164 

711 
a 693 
P 18 

1,067 

10/l-5/31 No change 0 

10/l-5/31 No change 

B 35,722 
P 3,538 
B 4,082 
P 18 

12/l-6/30 No change 0 - 

3,657 

(5,026) 

, 
3/l-2/28 No change 0 

10/l-4/15 No change 0 0 0 

10/l-4/15 No change 

10&S-4/15 No changef 138 
(3W 

iO/16-4/15 No change 0 

133 
(309) 

0 

0 

105 
(27’3 

0 

178 
(5W 

0 

0 

0 

357 

(897) 

0 

0 

33 

0 

133 
(309) 

0 

34 

20 

0 

0 

2,298 

(2,830) 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0' 

0 

0 

(4:) 

0 

0 

0 

1,002 

(1,299) 

392 

392 
(43% 

92 

62' 

21 

256 
(586) 

167 

488 
(709) 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

189 
(410) 

343 

206 0 

128 

5,688 

(7,184) 

0 

a65 

(1,531) 

0 

(5:) 

0 

0 

0 

212 
(54.3 

0 

0 

(2, 

0 

0 

1.122 

(2,020) 

374 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

960 

819 

a32 

897 

0 

64 

0 

0 

2,612 

100 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

il 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1oc 
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Biahorn 

Livestock Bison Mule Deer Antelope 
Alternative Crucial Crucial Crucial 

S&l Burros 
Alternative Alternative Crucial Crucial Alternative Alternative Alternat 

Kind of Grazing Period of Use Grazing Winter Summer Yearlong Grazing Grazing Grazing 
ITMENTS Livestock Use (AUMs) Current Proposed Use (AUMS) (AUMs) (AUMS) (AUMS) 

Wintera Summera Grazing 
Use (AUMs) (AUMs) (AUMS) Use (AUMs) Use (AUMS) Use (AUK 

l 
llotted Areas 

Lakes No livestock grazing 111 0 100 141 
i 

123 0 0 0 
(432) (132) (337) (319) 

. 

?t Trail C No livestock grazing . 0 0 0 0 166 0 0 0 808 0 

. 

tle No livestock grazing 0. 0 0 0 112 0 0 0 548 0 
xkies 

c 
_- 

:h Caine- No Livestock grazing (except for research) 0 0 0 0 8 0 0 0 0 0 
lie Mesa 

h Caine- No Livestock grazing (except for research) 0 0 0 0 12 0 0 0 0 0 
lle Mesa 

zbtotal 111 0 100 439 0 123 0 1,356 0 
(432) 032) (635) (319) 

$L 43,360 3,768 357 2,398 1,013 6,127 865 1,245 960 3,968 100 
(5,458) ,(897) (2,362) (1,599) (7,819) (1,531) (2,339) 

al deer AUMs are comprised of crucial summer and crucial winter ranges only. 

.bers in ( ) are actual AUMs needed from ELM-administered lands to meet UOWR's long-range goals; however, forage i‘s not available to meet these needs. 

.ludes both BLM and NRA lands. 

'se >tments have both BLM and National Park Lands. B = BLM AL&, P = Nationai Park AUMs. 
\ 

estic and bighorn sheep compatibility conflicts on these allotments. 

livestock grazing proposed on Swapp Mesa. 

livestock grazing proposed on Cave Flat. 

ana NRA lands only, does not include National Park. 
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MFP I Table 2 shous the reconrnendcd livestock grazing systems as well as land treat- 
mcn',s and oth-er rangclaqd dcvclopwnts for each grazing' allotment. The table also 
shows the potential t:l.at COLIICI be rea?ized by implementing the support needs. 

HFP I Table 3 details ti?e support needs. . 
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MFP I Table 2 . 

Potential Additional AUMs With Grazing Management and Proposed Land Treatment and Rangeland Improvements 
Under Management for Optirmm Wildlife Production i 

l 

Grazing Management" 
Potential Land Treatnentsb 

Additional 
Acres 

Big Game 
ltments Grazing Systems AU% AUMs Redev. New Recon. New (miles) Locations Uells Wel?s Corral (miles)Gu?rds 

! Bench Continue/revise 
!frog Continue/revise 
- Point Continue/revise 
ledral.' Implement 
jr Point Continue season-long 
xent Creek No Livestock Grazing 

sville Implement 
net Continue/revise 
.y Flat No Livestock Grazing 
.h Bench Continue 
tell No Livestock Grazing 

:ers Roost Implement 
Lies Continue 
ly 1 

'2 
Continuedseason-long 
Continue 

3 Continue season-long 
ii11 Basin No Livestock Grazing 

922 

312 
70 
15 

384 
427 

i: 
-- 
-- 

ng Machine Implement 
:le Butte Implemente 
:hyte Continue season-long 
srpocket Continue/revise 
! Horse Continue 

.i' 
t Interseeding 

Other Land Treatments 

24 
Ia 

798 
169 

32 

lotted Areas 

Lakes No Livestock Grazing 
it Trail No Livestock Grazing 
.le Rockies No Livestock Grazing 
.h Caine- No grazing 
le Mesa 
h Caine- No grazing 
lle Mesa 

-- 
-- 
-- 
-- 

-- 

GRAND TOTAL 3.616 
No. of Allotments 17 
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2ooC 

20: 

10: 

11: 
4oC 

32: 
50 

0 
0 

4ooC 
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5 2 

posals include: Continue (or Continue with minor revisions)present grazing system; Inclement a new grazing system; Implement or Continue Season-Long j 
zing; and J& Livestock Grazinq. 

posed land treatments include chain and seed, plow and seed, contour and seed, burn and seed, spray. burn on?y, seed only, and fnterseed with forbs. 
ential may be realized within short term (5-years). 

erseeding only with forbs and/or browse. as needed. 

livestock grazing on Swap Mesa. 

livestock grazing on Cave Flat 
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MFP I - TABLE 3 

;ntinue/revise existing system. 

lullfrog 
ntinde/revise existing system. 

None Reconstruct four reservoirs. 
Construct two reservoirs. 

:urr Polnt 

ntinue/revise existing system. 

Apply vegetation manipulation on 
potential treatment area, 2,000 
acres, to increase carrying capacity 
by 167 AUHs. 

1. 
2. 

I.. 

:: 
4. 
5. 

Construct pipeline extention (approximately 12 miles). 
Develop two springs. 
Construct one reservoir. 
Reconstruct four reservoirs. - 
Troughs at four locations. 

'athedral : 
plement graiing system. 

Cedar Point : 
-inue season-long. 

_ 

rescent Creek : 
8 livestock grazing. 

anksville ! 
plement grazing system. 

ertnet 
ntinue/revise existing system. 

None. 

None. 

Apply vegetation manipulation on 
potential treatment area, 1,100 
acres, increase carrying capacity 
by 150 AU%. Interseed 1,100 acres 
of existing grass seeding with forbs 
(alfalfa, clovers, etc.) to increase 
carrying capacity by 160 AUMs. 

None. 

Nasty Flat 
lvesock 'grazing 

lorth Bench 
ntinue existing system. 

'ennell * 
livestock grazing. 

Apply vegetation manipulation on 
potential treatment areas, 1,200 
acres, to increase carrying capacity 
by 225AUMs. 

None. 

Apply vegetation manipulation on 
potential treatment areas, 4,700 
acres, to increase carrying capacity 
by 675 AUMs. Interseed 1,400 acres 
of existing Coyote Bench burn grass 
seeding with forbs (alfalfa, clovers, 
etc.) to increase carrying capacity 
by 200 AU%. 

1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 
6. 

1. 
2. 

Construct 1 pipeline (approximately 10 miles). 
Develoo one sorino. 
Construct three r&ervoirs. 
Reconstruct two reservoirs. 
Develop two wells. 
Troughs in four locations. 

Construct two reservoirs. 
Reconstruct four reservoirs. 

t - 
3: 

:: 

:: 
3. 

Develop two springs. 
Develop two horizonal wells. 
Construct five reservoirs. 
Reconstruct two reservoirs. 
Troughs in four locations. 

Redevelop one spring. 
Construct pipeline extention (approximately 1.0 mile). 
Trough in one location. 

c 

1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 
6. 
7. 

1. 

Develop one spring. 
Develop two wells. 
Construct five reservoirs. 
Reconstruct three reservoirs. 
Construct fence (approximately 10 miles). 
Construct pipeline (1 miles). 
Troughs at four locations. 

Reconstruct four reservoirs. 

Construct pipeline extention (approximately 1.0 mile). 
Troughs at one location. 

Reconstruct three reservoirs. t 

Adjust allotment boundary to include approximately 80 acres at the 
Turn of Bullfrog (transfer from Steele Butte to Pennell). 
2. Develop three springs. 
3. Construct one reservoir. 
4. Donstruct fence (approximately 1 mile). 
5. Construct pipeline extention (approximately 1 mile). 
6. Boundary fence - see Crescent Creek Aliotment. 
7. Troughs at four locations. 



:ir?J'fj@22 Land Treatments 

- 
Rangeland Developmen& 

bber$.Roost 
Iemeht grazing system. ‘None. 

:: 

Apply vegetation manipulation on 
potential treatment areas, 4,400 
acres, to increase carrying capacity 
by 200 AUMs. 

None. 

1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 
6. 
7. 
8. 

1. 
2. 

Apply vegetation manipulation cn 
potential treatment areas, 1,250 
acres, to increase carrying capacity 
by 100 AUMs. 

- 
None. 

1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 

i. 

Apply vegetation manipulation on 
potential treatment areas, 750 
acres to increase carrying capacity 
by 1lD AUMs. Inter-seed 500 acres of 
existing grass seedings with forbs 
(alfalfa, clovers, etc.) to increase 
carrying capacity 40 AUMs. 

None. 

1. 

:: 

1. 
2. 

1. 
2. 

Apply vegetation manipulation on 
potential treatment areas 4.000 
acres, to increase carrying capacity. 3. 
by 32DAUMs. 

Construct seven reservoirs. 
Reconstruct two reservoirs. 

Redevelop one spring. 
Develop tvo springs. 
Develop two wells. 
Construct three reservoirs. 
Reconstruct eight reservoirs. 
Construct fence (approximately 1 mile). 
Construct pipeline (approxinateTy 6 miles). 
Troughs - ten locations. 

Construct four reservoirs. 
Reconstruct three reservoirs. 

ckies ; 
time existing system. 

ndyl : 

tinue'season-long 

livestock grazing on Swap Mesa. Develop one spring. 
Construct three reservoirs. 
Reconstruct two reservoirs. 
Troughs at one location. 

Reconstruct three reservoirs. 

Redevelop one spring. 
Construct one reservoir. 
Troughs at one location. 

Sandy 3 ' 
nue season-long 

wmill Basin 
livestock grazing. 

.,.. I 
.nf. ichine 
lement' grazing system. Construct three reservoirs. 

Reconstruct ten reservoirs. 

Redevelop one spring. 
Construct seven reservoirs. 
Reconstruct one reservoir, 

eele Butte 
livestock grazing on Cave Flat. 

.,achyte 
tinue ieason-long grazing. Construct five reservoirs. 

Reconstruct two reservoirs. 
Construct one pipeline (aoproxinately 5.0 miles). 
Troughs at two locations. 

Apply vegetation manipulation on 
potential treatment areas, 600 21: 
acres, to increase carryfng capacity 3, 
by 50 AUMs. 4. 

-terpocket 
'inue/revise existing system. Redevelop one spring. 

Construct six reservoirs. 
Reconstruct three reservoirs. 
Troughs at one location. 

None. 1. 
2. - 
3. 

4. 

ld Horse 
tinue existing system. None. 

. 
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Allotment 
Grazing System i Land Treatments Rangeland Uevelopme'nts 

Dry Lakes 
No livestock grazing Apply vegetation manipulation on 

potential treatment areas, 1,250 
acres, to increase carrying capacity 
by 160 AUMs. 

Flint Trail 
Temporary Livestock grazing None 

Little Rockies 
No livestock grazing None 

North Caineville Mesa 
No livestock grazing None None 

,uth Caineville Mesa 
No livestock grazing . None 

None 

* 

1. Construct two reservoirs. 
2. Reconstruct two reservoirs. 

None 

None 

I 

._ . - ,^. _. . . . . _ 

L 

* 



UNITE0 STATES' Nameh’AFP) 

DEPARTMENT OFTHE INTERIOR . - Henry Mountain~P.A, 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT Activity 

tlildlife 
MT,F!."iG~T,:'L',.".~T FWiMEWO2K PtkN Reference Number 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION p ,? 
!,!!,.3 I .' i 

FIIJLTIPLE USE R'C~illiENDATIO",I \!L- 3,/ ~ALLL~ 

Reject the specialist recommendation and manage rangelands to provide the best mix of 
livestock and big game to maintain or increase the forage available, using the soil- 
vegetation inventory, use records and trend studies as a basis. 

Optimize big game and livestock forage use by 
us(3 to ; ;il>.,c. G..-. .'v , I iL3 LJLX 2:;~ .A big p:,-;.z I;s indicats3 ii1 

systems and undertake land treatments and ran 
the specialist. 

e use and periods of 
implectent grazing 
nts as recommended by 

Provide rangelands and forage for existing wild burros (100 AUMs in Robbers Roost). 
See MFP 2 Table 1. 

RATIONALE_ 

Livestock and big game would be provided forage, grazing lands and habitat to give 
the most advantageous-use of the rangelands. ClFP, 2 Table 2 shows the increased 
AU??s that cocrld be realized from implementation of grazing system, land treat- 
ments, and rangeland developi;lents. 

MFP 2, Table 3 campares the big game MFP step 1 recommendations with the Planning 
Recoin$nendation, flFP step 2 showing the wildlife tradeoffs between the two recommend- 
ations. 

The impact to the various multiple use values would, except for livestock and big 
game, be much the same should the Wildlife Recommendations or the Multiple Use 
Planning Recommendations be implemented. The advantage in the Planning.Recommendation 
is primarily in that it more nearly meets the present and future needs of big game 
animals. This is especially true for bison. 

SUPPORT NEEDS 

Administrative and other support needs are listed, along with land treatment, for 
each allotment in Table 1 and in summary form in MFP I Table 2. 

MULTIPLE USE ANALYSIS 

Alternatives and impacts will be fully addressed in the Henry Mountain Grazing 
Environmental Impact Statement (GEIS) scheduled for completion in 1982. In summary: 

Vegetation - No adverse impacts were identified from this action for vegetation. 

Watershed - Soil and water resources are expected to be temporarily impacted on a 
localized basis on sites scheduled for land treatment (i.e., chaining and seeding). 
Otherwise, no unavoidable adverse impacts are expected for soils or water. 

. 

Wildlife - Big game populations would remain well below their biotic potential. 
This would be true in particular for bison which would not be provided for and, to 
a lessor extent, for bighorn sheep. 
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t RECOlllMENOATiON-ANALYSIS-DECISION CONTINUED: 3, / 

Visual Resources - Visual resources could be adversely affected under this 
-----i---- - action erncre rang zland improvements are planned. This would affect 16 allot- 
ments and one unallotted areas where VRFl management class objectives could be 
violated, affecting 2 percent of the planning area. 

Yilde-rcss - Because cons,tpuction of gropoied rangeland ifzprovenents must met 
'ETi'-ii;'?*-6~i teria, no unavoidable impacts to CJSAs would occur. 

. 
Recreation - Recreational values wou'ld be adversely impacted since hunting and 
?i$i%%'irig for wildlife would be reduced. Likewise rangeland improvements on 
16 allotments and one unallotted area would a,ffect sightseeing-and primitive 
values. 

I . 

Livestock Grazing - Livzstock grazing prou’ld be affected adversely in that 20 
~-.-.--;'-'~-------~-~- receive reductions in active preferences. In the long run, per,:11 tl;ze!j k/%311 1 
howeler, improvement In range condition and forage production would result in 
increased livestock production. Rangeland improvements , .including land treat- 
ments, water developments, and fencing would result in 6,591 ANls (3,616 AUFls 
from grazing management and 2,975 AUPls from land treatments) of additional 
grazing (Table 2): . 

' 
I 

Sot i oeocnomics - The overall impact to the region's economy from this action is 
positive in respect to livestock production. Active preference reductions 
affecting 20 permittees would result,in reduced capitol values of their pro- 
perty. Permittees suffering actual cuts in the number of animals grazed would e 
experience lost income. Reduced big game nunbers, would lower the income to the 
local economy from hunters. 

. 

. 

. 
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HFP 2 TABLE 1 

Manage for Multiple Use Values 
Page 1 of 6 

ALLOTMENTS -- 

Livestocka Bison 
Active Average Alternative Long Term Current Al ternative Crucial Crucial Crucial 

Kind of Preference License Grazing Period of Use Uinter Summer 
Livestack (AUMs: Use (4UMs) Use (kUl4s) Current 

Ob~.$&ive Grazing Grazing 
Prgosed 

Yearlong 
) Use (AUMS) Use (RUMS) (AUMs) (AUMs) (AUMs) 

@lue Bench Cattle 4,595 2,161 2,753 9/l-5/31 No change 

Bullfrogd 

Burr Point 

Sk--; f 
Cathedral 

Cedar Point 
( -e 
i 

Crescent Creek Cattle 332 333 187 

Hanksvflle 

0 
Hartnet Cattle 

Nasty Flat 

North Bench 

Pennell 

Cattle 3,120 
Sheep 322 

2,106f 
120 

2,35ie 10/l-5/31 No change 
679 10/l-5/31 No change 

Cattle 2,138 1,691 
Sheep 2,279 No Use 

1,091g 
1,174g 

9/l-5/31 No change 
10/l-5/5 No change 

Cattle 

Cattle 

2.998 1,638 2,366 
B 2,503 B 1,360 8 I.871 
P 495 P 278 P 495 

1.892 839 1,273 

10/l-5/31 No change 

9/l-5/31 9/l-4/30’ 

6/l-9/15 5/l-9/15 159 

Cattle 4.538 2.848 6,15gh 9/I-5/31 No'change 
Sheep 1,462 No Use 4.056 10/l-5/31 No change 

11/l-5/31 No chanye 

. 

Cattle 

2,938 
8 1,021 
P 1,917 

474 

_ 

Cattle 456 

1,710 
PB 1,111 599 

468 

45 

Cattle 2,420 
.Sheep 174 

1,960 : 
No Use 

2.884 
B 967 
P 1.917 

399 

2,330e 
231 

6/l-9/30 No change 

306 9/l-11/30 9/l-6/30 

6/l-10/31 No change 
6/l-10/31 No change 

: 
I 

& 

28 

0 

(2:) 

35 

0 

a70 
(1,455) 

0 

1.971 
(1,995) 

~ 

74 45 
(97) 

15 15 

0 0 

65 55 

ia ia 

0 0 

685 576 

0 0 

.’ 
.I 

952 a29 
(958) (835) 

0 

45 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

\ 

0 

0 

0 

& 

& 
0 

0 0 

15 0 

0 0 

6, 
0 

55 0 

18 :O 

0 0 
w'. 

348 ’ 228 

0 0 

456 373 

.i 

: 



JTMENTS 

EIFP 2 - Table 1 (continued Page 2 of 6 

Livestocka BiSOll 

Active Average Alternative Long Term Current Alternative Crucial Crucial CruciaT 
Kind of Preference License Grazing Period of Use Objective Grazing Winter Sumner 

Livestock (.AUFls ) Use AUF!s ) USC (AUMs.q currect PropoX ( 
Crazing Yearlong 

AUlls ) Use (ALMS) Use (AM) (ALMS) (AUHs) (AM?) 

Robbers Roostd Cattle 5,286 2.882 

Rockiesd Cattle 5,600 
Sheep 272 

3.762f 
128 

Sandy 1 Cattle 

Sandy 3 Cattle 

, 
c ill Basin 
'. 

Sewing Machined Cattle 1,600 998 2,646 11/l-4/15 No change 

Steele Butte Cattle 

-?- yte u 
.Waterpocketd Cattle 

Wild Horse Cattle 

Subtotal' 

Sheep 

Cattle 

Cattle 

Cattle 
Sheep 

Sheep 

1,209 
B 927 

ap 202 51 

2,228 

985 

F 305 680 

166 

5,034 

. . . 

2,110 
743 

_ 

3,025 
B 2,861 
P 164 

322 

i 304 la 

1.067 

59,841 

1,096 

F 844 252 
No Use 

1,257 

875 
B 271 
P 604 

33 

2,672 

1,542f 
84 

1.813 
B 1,715 
P 

lEf 
B 108 
P 0. 

104 

33,298 :! 

-875 
lC/l-5/31 ho change 
13/l-5/31 No change 

938 
656e 
282 
210 

10/l-4/15 No change 

10/16-4/X No change 

707 
. 
10/16-4/15 Bo change 

981 
301 
680 

10/16-4/15 No change 

96 7/16-E/31 No change 

1.874 

I,164e 
800e 

9/l-5/31 No change 
10/l-5/5 No change 

3,116 
B 2.95Ze 
P 164 

474 
456 

F la 

1,491 

3/l-2128 No change 

10/16-5/31 No change 

10/l-5/31 10/l-4/15 

10/l-5/31 10/l-4/15 

12/l-6/30 9/l-6/30 

. 

0 

0 

0 0 

138 122 
(309) (155) 

0 0 

133 146 
(309) 

0 0 

219 202 
(590) (287) 

20 20 

0 0 

0 0 

3.657 2,312 
(5,026) (2,469) 

0 

0 

0 

202 
(296) 

2.000 
(2,140) 

0 

0 

0 0 

0 0 

0 0 0 

105 
w3) 

17 0 

0 0 0 

114 0 

0 0 

178 17 . 7 
(257) (23 

14 0 

0 0 0 

0 0' 0 

328 
(446) 

1,064 
(1.071) 

608. 
(623 

. . .I -.e.... ““‘o-yv- . -.r_ . . . - .,..- - - 

! ._ 

; 

. 

. 
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WFP 2 - Table 1 (continued) Paqe 3 of 6 

ALLOTMENTS 

LIvestocka Bison 
Active Average Alternative Long Tern1 Current Alternative Crucial Crucial Crucial 

Kind of Preference License Crazing Period of Use Winter 
Livestock (tw4s) Use (IUHs) Use (AUlis) Curren:r 

Objective Grazing Grazing Summer 
Proposed 

Yearlong 
(AUMS) Use (AUMs) USC (AUEls) (AUMS) (AIJMS) (p,u~~) 

Unallotted Areas -- 

Dry Lakes 

Flint Traild Cattle 6 0 j 0 0 0 0 

Little Rockiesd 

North Caineville 
Mesa 

South Caineville 
Mesa 

Slmhtotal 

d . 
TOTA? 

None _ 0 0 No livestock grazing 111 100 aa 0 
(432) ,(W (190) 

None 0 0 No'livestock grazing 0 0 0 0 

None 0 No use No livestock grazing 0 0 0 .o 

None 0 No use No livestock grazing 0 0 0 0 

0 

59,841 

0 0 111 100 'aa 0 
(432) (2261 (190) 

33,2Xi 54,043 3,768 2,112 2.088 328 
(5,458) (2,695) (2.330) (446) 

52 
cI:f 

0 .o 

0 0 

0 F 

0 0 

52 
(12 

1,116 644 
(1.123) (761 

"ALIti active preference. average licensed use, and proposed grazing use are for BLW-administered lands (including NRA lands 
allotments containing both BLM and National Park lands: B = ELM, P = Park. 

) only except on those 

i al deer AUMs are comprised of crucial Sumner and crucial winter ranges only. 

'Numbers in ( ) are actual AUtls needed from BLM-administered lands (as per BLM/UDWR distribution agreement); however, forage is not available,to meet these 
needs. 

dIncludes both BLM and NRA lands. 

eForage may be non-competitive between cattle and sheep on some allotments where the stocking rate is relatively low for one kind of animal. No advantage cm., 
be shown for making proportionate changes in stocking since the removal of 1 AUM of shee+ use does not make available equivalent increases in cattle forage, 
as shown below. 

Alternative Grazing Use 
Active Preference A B 

Bullfrog AU& Percent AU!ls Percent AlJMs Percent /' 

Cattle 3,120 90.6 2,356 78 2,356 90.6 
Sheep 322 

Total 3,442 
10~:~ 679 243 9.4 

3,035 
120'0 

2,599 100.0 

Non-competitive forage 679-243 = 436 Ails (sheep). 
Other allotments in this category include Rockies, Pennell, Waterpocket. Sandy 1, and Trachyte. 

fIntermittent use. s 

’ 

. 



RFP 2 - Table 1 (continued) PagfX Of 6 

Mule Deer Antelope 
Prior Current, X Ernativc Crucial C ' rucial Long Term Current Al 

Burros 
ternative C urrent Alternative 

Stable Grazing Grazing IJinterh Sunmerb Objective Grazing 
t,epr;m;;;e 

(ASEts) (AU?ls) Use (AUMS) 

LangierlnF%;;dheCP Al 
Objective 

Use (AUHs) Use (AUHs) ( Au&,) 
Crazfng Grazing 

_IwMs) 
Grazing 

Use (AUMs) (AU:ls) Use (AUlls) U;e (AWs) Use (AW.) Use (AUMs) 

179 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

62 375 143 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

179 
I2041 

(1) 

175 
(178) 

0 
t:, 

277 18 
. 

18 0 0 0 

222 121 222 0 0 0 0 

180 - 
;331) 

'55 161 34 0 0 0 

288 
(478) 

81 282 6 247 0 0 0 

240 44 

103 

(::, 

39 

205 

240 0 0 0 0 

0 

128 128 0 0 0 

248 
(530) 

210 
(213) (5 

131 0 

'0 

0 

0 

0 

52 

1,050 
(1.300) 

'. 

..b. 

51 0 0 

. 824 167 363 

0 

19 

0 

19 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

174 

0 

129 

0 

0 

0 

0 

. 

i- 

, 

0 

174 

0 

129 

0 

0 

0 

j 

I 
0 

. 

I 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

.* . . . 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

. 

0 

0 

0 

0 

* 

0 

0 0 . 

0 a 



K-P 2 - TABLE 1 (contfnued) Page 5 of 6 

Hule Deer 
Vior CurrentAlterndtive Crucial Crucial 

Antelope Riqhorn Sheep Burros 
Long Ten Current Alternative Long Ten CurGt Alternative Current Alternative 

ble Grazing Grazing Grazing Objective 
ddHS) Use (AUlls) 

Uinterb Sursterb Objectiva Grazing 
Use (AU!%) (ALMS) (AUF!s) (ALMS) Use (AUMs) USC (AlJMs) ( AUfls) 

Crazing 
use AUMs ) 

Grazing Grazing Grazing 
Use (AUHs) Use (AM,) Use (AUMS) 

392 392 392 C 0 819 100 

289 
(292) 

0 

31 374 

0 0 

819 22 

832 16 794 0 

92 33 92 0 0 b 0 0 0 0 0 

.-, 62 
c ‘4 

29 62 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

21 12 21 0 0 

374 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

I 

94 

1 

0 0 

0 0 

0 0 

0 0 

0 

100 

0 

0 

d 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 ' 

0 

0 

{ 
256 
26) -' 

95 181 0 138 0 

r. 

0 

167 .167 167 0 0 0 .o 897 21 

0' 0 

897 0 

112 

59 

31 

128 

488 188 0 0 0 0 0 

-:343 

0 

327 148 25 0 0 64 16 64 

. 206 206 
. 

0 0 0 0 0 0 

0 0 

0 

128 128 0 0 0 0 0 0 

, 

5,688 
(7,184) ( 

,974 5,200 
.,985) * (5,209) 

690 
(693) 

910 
(916) 

87 695 2,612 75 2,574 

. 



MFP 2 - Table 1 (concluded) Page 6 of 6 

RJle Ceer Antelope Biqhorn Sheep EUtTOS 
Trier Current Alternative Crucial Crucial Long Term Current. Alternative &ig Tenl: Current Alternative Current Alternative 

Stable Grazing Grazing ilinterb Sunnierb Objective Grazing Grazing Objective Grazing Grazing Grazing 
_ (AUFIS) Use (ALINs) Use (AUMS) (AUUs) (AWs! ( Al!lls ) Use (AU!ls) USC (AW.) (AUNs) Use (AUNs) Use (4UMs) Use (AL&is) 

Grazing 
Use AU& 

141 
(337) 

166 

112 

a 

12 

6,127 
(7,819) 

59 143 0 125 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

166 166 0 0 . 0 0 0 a08 0 808 0 0 

16 112 0 0 0 0 0 548 0 548 0 0 

a a 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

12 12 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

* 261 441 0. 125 0 0 0 1.356 0 1,356 0 0 

2,235 5,641 690 1,035 954 a7 695 3,968 75 3,930 100 100 
(2,246) (5.650) (693)(1.041) 

gThe proposed change from active preference is based on fiLlI regulations requiring that changes in active preference among permittees be equitable. Theequitat 
division of the range'use may not, however, result in the most efficient use of forage. Several combinations of use with cattle and sheep are pcssible and 

'ject to negotiation among permittees. which could result in more desirable combination for forage use. For example, a more efficient combination for Burr 

t nt is cattle 2.143 AUMS and sheep 620 AU%. 

hAllotments.such as Hanksville and Robbers Roost show grazing capacity potential 5 in excess of active preference. There are several combinations for stockig 
with cattle and sheep that could pike efficient use of the forage. This is contingent on the development of these allotments for grazing use including a wid. 
distribution of reliable water sources and,other means of controlling and distributing livestock grazing. 

'Includes 3,556 AUMs active preference and 2,037 AU% average licensed use in Capftol'Reef National Park. 

jAlthough Flint Trail Allotment has no grazing scheduled , it could be used on a temporary, as-needed basis for livestock grazing while other allotments were 
being rehabilitated or in an emergency situation. 
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MFP L c,\dLE 2 ~ 

Potential Additional AlJMs With Grazing Management and Proposed Rangeland improv@nents 
Under Management 

. 
. 

Grazing Manaqementa 
Potential land freatmentsb Rangeland'DevelopmQnts . 

Additional Additional Springs Reservoirs Pipelines Troughs Vertical Horizontal -Fences Cattlr 
Allotments GrazTnq Systems AtiMs Acres AlJMs Redev. New Recon. New (miles) Locations Wells Wells Corral (miles) GaarCs 

8lue-Bench C.ontinue/revise 
Eullfrog Continue/revfse . 
Eurr Point Continue/revise 
Cathedral Implement 
Cedar ?o(nt Continue season-long 
Crescent Creek Continue/revfse 

50 . -.i 

250 2.00: 25: , 
-w 

303 
-s 
em 

0 
0 : 

-- 
-- 

2 
-a 
-- 
-- 

Hanksville Implement 
Hartnet Continue/revise ' 
Nasty Flat Implement . 
North Bench Continue 
Pennell Continue 

922 
2 

:i 

0 0 
lJO'J, 
1,100 

' e 150 
160CPe 

0 0 i 
1,200 . 225 

0 0 

: 
2 
4 
2 

we 

.16 4,700 
1,400C'e %e 

3 
4 

s- 

3 
s- 

2 
-- 
-- 
me 
-- 

Robbers Roost Implement 
ROCkiQS Continue 
Saldy 1 Continue season-long 
Sandy'2 Continue 
S.33dy 3 Continue season-long 
Samill aarin Implement 

384 
427 

85 
3.5 
-- 

0 0 
4,400 * 300 

1.25: 15: 

75: iOOC’e 11: 
4Qc*? 

Seding Machine Implement 
Steele Butte IiQplQment 
Trachyte Continue season-long 
'iaterpocket Continue/revise 
ki ld ti0E.Q Continue 

24 

. 7;: 
169 

32 

' 0 0 
' 4.000 480 

-600 75 
0 

. 0 : 

2 
8 

; 
3 

ms 

10 

: 
3 

-- 

2 

: 
2 
5 

..w 

‘5 
-- 
v- 
-- 

1 

7 
3 

: 
-- 

1 

: 

z 
ss 

-- 

2 
we 
we 
-- 
-- 

Interseeding 3,0tioC*e 4bDC*' 
Other Land Treatment's 20,000 2,415 

Unsllotted Areas 

Ory L'akes Implement 
Flint Trail d 
Little Rockies 
HwTh Cpire- No grazing 1 

VillQ Ness . 
South Caine- No grazfng 

ville Yesa 

1,300' 16De -- 
0, 0 me 
0 ; * -- 
0 -- 

-- 

2 
se 
s.. 

0 0 SW -- 

Total Big Game -- 4,3DDe 56De 
Total Livestock 3,616 20,ODD 2,415 
GRAND TOTAL 3,616 24,300 2,975 3 
No. of Allotments 17 10 10 3 

62 
18 

* ’ 

60 
17 

6 
3 

-- 

-- 

em 

-- 

-- 

es 

-- 

W  ̂

-- 

“S 

-- 

-- 

-- 

SW 

-- 

1 
-- 

-- 
-- 
-- 
ws 
s.. 

. 

--' 
-- 
-- 
-- 

SW 

1 
1 

SW 

we 

-- 

-- 

SW 

3 

10 
em 
em 
em 
1 

SW 

: 
-s 
SW 
-- 

se 
-- 
** 
-- 
mm 

-- 
-m 
-- 
-- 

-- 

17 
5 

. -- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

me 

-- 

-- 

-- : 

-- ~_ 

-a 

-- . 

-- 

-- 

1 :--.-- 

-- . 

-- 

-- . 

- . 

-- - 
‘. 

-- 

1 ,f 
-- 
-- 

- 

; 

m-1 + 
-- 
-- 
-- 

-- 
_ . 

f 

'Proposals include: Continue (or Continue with minor revisions present grazing system; 
grazing; and No Crazihqivestock. 

Implement a new grazing system; Implement or Contfnue Season-Lonq 
Potential additional AUMs for livestock.from grazing management only (long term 20+ years). 

bProporrd land treatments include chain and seed, plow and seed. contour and seed, burn and seed, spray, burn only, seed only, and interseed with forbs. 
Potential may be realized within short term (S-years). 

'Intcrreediq only with forbs and/or browse, as needed. 

! 

%ee Rangeland Improvement section.. Flint Trail 1s not scheduled for llvertock grazing put may be used on a temporary as naeded basis while other allotwnts * 
are being rehabllttated or under an emergency cltuat<on. 

. 

*Allocate to bfg g- e. t 
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Comparfson Table Showing the Trade-offs Between 
the Btg Game MFP Step 1 and the MFP Step 2 Planning Recommendations 

Biq Game MiP Step 1 Recommendation WFP Step 2 Planning Recommendation Trade-Off 

Forage would be provided to allow 
for the most advantageous use of 
the range. 

Proposed Forace Use 

Manage for optimum big game pro- ' 
duction within existing allotments 
and other potential areas, using the 
sail-vegetative inventory as a basis 
and providing forage for wild burros 
and livestock where use is compatible 
with big game. 

1. Give big game priority.for forage 
on crucial ranges as follows: . 

a. 

b. 

'.i. 

d. 

c. 

I. 

0. 

h. 

Provide 100 AUMs (on Robber's ' 
Roost) for wild burros as 
required by the Wild Horse and 
Burro Act. 

Proposed Foraqe Use 

Manage rangeland to provide the best 
mix of livestock and big game to, 
maintain or increase the forage 
available, using the soil-vegetative 
inventory as a basis. * 

1. ,Optimize big game and lfvestock 
forage use as follows: 

a. 

Provide 3,768 AUMs for bison, b. Provide 2.088 AUMs for bfson, 
6,127 AUMs for deer, 950 AUMs 5,641 AUMs for deer, 695 AUMs 
for antelope, and 3,968 AUMs for Antelope, and 3,930 AUMs 
for bighorn sheep (14,823 AUMs). for bighorn sheep (12,354.AUMs). 

Provide 111 AUMs for bison. 439 c. 
AL'% for deer, and 1,356 AUMs for 
bigtorn sheep in the Ory Lakes, 
Flint Trail, Little Rockies, North 
Caineville. and South Caineville 

Same as MFP Step l._ 

unallotted-areas. 

Eliminate livestock grazing on 
the Crescent Creek, Nasty Flat, 
Pennell, and Sawmill Basin . 
allotments. . 

Eliminate livestock grazing on 
Cave Flat and Swapt Mesa. 

Eliminate livestock grazing on 
the Dry Lake, Flint Trail, and 
Little Rockies unallotted areas, 

Allow livestock grazing on the 
North and South Caineville Mesas 
for research purposes cnly. 

Provide 35,722 AUMs for cattle 
and 4.082 AiJMs for sheep on 

.allotted areas. 

d. 

e. 

f. 

h. 

Pravtde 100 AUMs for wild 
burros: 

Livestock would be provided 187 
AUMs on Crescent Creek, 399 AUMs 

'on Pennell, and 96 AUMs on 
Sawmill Basin allotments. 

Lfvestock-can graze Cave Flat 
and Swapf Mesa. 

Livestock can graze Flint Trail 
on a temporary? as needed, basis. 

Same as MFPStep 1. 

Provide 42,006 AUMs for cattle 
and 8,481 AUMs for sheep on 
allotted areas. 

1. Big game would not receive 
priority on crucial ranges. 

-. .\ 

_,.. . 

, 

a. 

b. 

C. 

d. 

e. 

. f. 

h. 

No change. . 

Bison numbers would be 
reduced and 2,469 big game . 
AUMs foregone. 

No change. 

Livestock would be allocated 
3,203 AUMs.more than that 
proposed in the Wildlife 
Recoamandation. Bison would 
be cut by 1,559 AUMs and deer 
would be cut by 345 AUMs. 

Current livestock use on these 
areas is light. However, com- 
petition for forage could occur 
between !ives-tock and big game. 

No livestock grazing on Dry 
Lakes or Little Rockies 
unallotted areas. 

No change. 

Livestock would be allocated 
10,683 AU% more than that 
proposed in the wildlife 
recommendation; 

. 
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Comparison Table Showing the Trade-offs Between 

the Big Game MFP Step 1 and the HFP Step 2 Planning Recommendations 

Rig 6%:e HiP Step 1 RecarkTendation HFP Step 2 Plannino Recommendation TraCe-Off 

Forage would be provfded to allor 
for the most advantal)rous use of 
the range. 

Proocsed Forage Use Proposed Foraqe Use 

Hrnigc for optimum big game pro- ' 
duction within existfng allotments 
and other potential areas, usfng the 
soil-vegetative fnven:ory as a barfs 
and providing forage for wild burros 
and livestcck uhere use is compatible 
wfth big game. 

Hana3e rangeland to provide the best 
mix of livestock and big game to 
maintain or increase the forage 
dvdildble. using the soil-vegetative 
inventory as a basis. * 

1. Give big game priority'for forage 
on crucial ranges as follows: , 

1. Optimize big game and livestock 
forage use as follows: 

Provide 100 AUMs for wild 
burros.. . 

1. Big gac<e would not receive 
priority on crucial ranges. , 

. 
d. 

b. 

c. 

d. 

e. 

No change. . ' Provide 100 AUXs (on Robber's ' a. 
Roost) for ulld burros as 
required by the Wild Horse and 
Burro Act. 

. 

Proride 3,768 AcJ?ts for bison, b. 
6.127 AUHs for deer, 950 AlJMs 
fcr antelope, and 3,968 AUMs 
for bighorn sheep (14,823 AUMs). 

Provide Iii AU.% for bison, 439 c. 
AL'!% for deer, and 1,356 AU!% for 
big%rn sheep in the Dry Lakes, 
Flint Trail, Little Rockies, North 
Caineville, and South Caineville 
unallotted areas. 

a. 

b. 

. *c. 

d. 

e. 

f. 

h. 

Provfde 2.088 AUMs for bison, 
5,641 AUMs for deer, 695 AUMs 
for Antelope, and 3,930 AiiMs 

: 

for bighorn sheep (X.36.4 AUMs). 

Same as MFP Step 1: 

Bison numbers would be 
reduced and 2,469 big game 
AU& foregcne. 

. 

No change. 

. 
‘, 

. . 

. 

Livestock would be allocated 
3,X3 AWl's mom thdn that 
prcqowd in the Ui:dlife 
Recommendation. Bison would 
be cut by 1,553 AUHs and deer 
would be cut by 345 AtiMs.‘ 

. . . . - Elimi-nate livestock grazing on d. 
the Crescent Creek, Nasty Flat, 
Pennell. and Sawnill Basin . 
allotments. . 

Livestock would be provided 187 
AUNs on Crescent Creek, 399 AUMs 
on Pennell. and 96 AUMs on 
Sawmill Basin allotments. 

Current livestock use on these 
areas is light. Howver, com- 
petition for'forage could occur 
between livestock and big game. 

No livestock grazing on Dry 
Lakes or Little Rockies 
unallotted areas. 

No change. 

Eliminate livestock grazing on 
Cave Flat and Swap? Mesa. 

.c. Livestock can graze Cave Flat . 
and Suapf Mesa: 

Eliminate livestock grazing on f. 
the Dry Lake, Flint Trail. and , 
Little Rockies unallotted areas. 

Allow livestock grazing on the g. 
North and South Cainevill-e Nesar 
for research purposes cnly. 

Provfde 35,722 AUMs for cattle h. 
and 4,682 AU% for sheep on 
allotted areas. 

Livestock can graze Flfnt Trail 'f. 
on a temporary, as needed, basis. 

Same as MFPStep 1. 
. 

0. 
. . 

Provide 42,006 AUMs for cattle h. 
and 8.481 AUHs for sheep on 
allotted arcds. 

livestock would be allocated 
10,683 AUXs more than that 
proposed in the ufldlife 
recommendation; 



4 
Potential Additional AUMs With Grazing Management and Proposed Rangeland improvements 

Under Hanagcnent . .. . 1 

. 
. Grazinq Management" 

Potenttal Land Treatmentsb . 
Additional Sptincs 

E~land 'Cev~lwxcnts 
Additional Per-rvoirs 

All;tnonts 
Pi;,2line5 Trb,q:,s Ver:icai t!crizon;ai 

---XT (' 
-FZ?.Cti Z&t: T 

Grarinq Systems Ati% Acres Ati+lS Redev. NlW B*:cor1. fc: 1PS ) Lcc;:inns W?llS Veils Cnrr21 -i:i;\ P-;-:s 

, 

: 

Total livestock 3,616 
GFAW TOTAL 3.616 
No. of Allotments 17 

Blue ecnch 
eulifrog 
Burr Point 
Catkedral 
Cedar ?oint 
C~esccnt Creek 

HaqLsviTle Implement 
Hartnet Continue/revise * 
Hasty Flat lnplement . 
North Bench Continue 
Peanell Cont!nue . 

RoEerr Roost 
Rockies 
SaTcy 1 
s&y 2 
sa,cy 3 

.Sanlll Basin 

SLinrJ MachMe 
Steele Butte 
Trachyte 
%aierpocket 
Irild Uor5e 

Implexent 
Continue' 
Continue serson-long 
Continue 
Continue sea&-long 
!.npl event 

Ixplen.ent * 
Lrplez~ent 
Continue season-long 
Continue/revise 
Continue 

1 

interseeding 
Other Land Treatments 

Continue/revise 
Continue/revise . 
Continue/revise 
Icplexant 
Ccntinue season-long 
Continue/revtse 

Unellctted Areas 

Dry taker Implement 
Flint Trail d 
Little Rcciics . 

tiwth Caire- 
ville Rasr 

Ho grazing 

South Caine- No grazing 
ville Pert 

Tctal Big Game - . 

922 
2 

31 
70 
16 

384 
427 

85 
35 
v- 

w- 

24 

7:: 

169 
32 

m- 
e- 
-- 
-- 

me 

we 

, 2.00: 
0 
0 

1.10: 
l.lCOc~e 

0 
0 

750 
SOcC’* 

0 
( ‘4,000 

600 
0 

. 0 

3,ccoc'e 
20.003 

1,300e 
0 . 
0 

: .O 

0 
l 

4.300c 560e 
,20.000 2,425 
24,300 2,975 3 

10 10 3 

150 
16CCpe 

1 

0 -a 

225 -- 
a se 

675 -' 200c.e 
0 SW 

300 1 

1,; :: 
0 -- . 

0 -- . 
480 -- 
75 -- 
0 1 
n wm 

'4coc'e 
'2,415 * 

160e -- 
m- 

0" -- 
0 w- 

. 
0 -e 

-- 
2 
1 

..- 
2 

-s 

1 
w- 
-v 
-- 

3 

-- 

2 
W^ 

1 
-- 

1 

. 1 
1 

s- 
a- 
-- 

-- 
w- 
m- 
a- 

s- 

. 15 
10 

4 
4 
2 

'4 
2 

s- 

3 
4 

se 
3 

-a 

2 
8 
3 
2 
3 

es 

10 

2' 
3 

-w 

5 
-- 
-.. 
ms 
1 

0 7 
3 
4 
3 

-- 
1 

9 
. 5 

6 
mm 

m- 
2 

w- 
SW 

-- 

we 

2 
-m 
-- 

-- 

62 60 
18 17 

1 1 
: 

1 4 
.s- a- 

l 1 
we me 

1 4 

-- -- 
6 10 

-- A 
w- 1 

. w- SW 
w- 1 

-- se . -s em 
-- w- 
we -- 

-- s- 

37 
8 :i 

. 6 
3 

-- 
e- 

2 
w- 
-- 
-- 

2 
me 
-- 
-- 
we 

-- 

I 2 
SW 
-- 
-- 
-- 

se 
ms 
se 
-- 
-- 

. 

-- 
w- 
-i 
s- 

-- . -- 
-- _- 
se -s 
es -- 
se _^ 

3 SW 

1 

-- 

.2’ 

-- 

e- 

-- 

es 

-- 

-- 

-- 

MB 

. 

-- 

SW 

.-, 

ww 

-- 

17 
5 

-- . 

-- 

-* 

__ .- 
3 

- : 

-- . 

-- 

-- . 

. - 

-- - 

-- 

: : 

SW 

2 
2 

l Proposals Include: Continue (or Contfnue with mfnor revtstons present grartng system; Implenerit a new grazing system; Implement or Contfnue Season-Long 
grazing; and No Crat~ivestock. Potcntlal additional AU% for livestock from grazing management only (long ten 20+ years). 

'Proposed land' treatments include chain and seed, plow and seed, contour and seed, burn and seed. spray, burn only, seed only. and lnterseed with forbr. 
Potential may be realized wfthin short term (S-years). 

%terrcedlng only with forbs and/or,browse, es needed. 

%ee Rangeland Improvement sectton. fllntfral\ Is not scheduled for livestock grazing put may be used on a temporary as n&eded'brrfs whfle other illotmnts * 
Jlc being rendbilltated or under an rarrgency Sfturtton. 

‘AllPtrtc to Bfa (1801%. 
. 
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UNITED STATES ' 

OEPAHTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 

WREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

Nameh4FP) 

Activity 

h’P,FI~“-.r-~~.:E~IT FRhfAEWORi~ PLAN 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

.- * 
Reference Number 

DECTSIO:' B/L-2.1 -2 -.--ii 

Accept the multiple-use recommcndCJtion on 14 allotments and reject and/or modify the 
multip?e-use recommendations on 12 allotments. The details on decisions and rationale 
are shown in llFP 3 Table 1. 

Implement the land treatments and administrativ e needs and rangeland developments as 
idantifixl in YFP I Table 2. 



MFP 3 - TABLE 1 ___---- 
WILDLIFE/i;ANGE --------- Page 1 uf 7 

- ___---- _-_ Inventory EIS wiIdI1Fe Decision 
Allocation season of Use Studies Alternative Agrees Decision and -----.- __ -._--- __----_--- 

Allotment/Cat~y Aniwla MFP 2 MFP 3 llFP 2 E!FP 3 Agree Selected with MFP 2 ___*I___I*,wx-- _5~zxTzTz-.~4-~~=~-i-- .-.-_- - Rationale c ----.i 

Blue Bench (I) 

Bullfrog (I) 

Burr Point (M) 

Cathedral (I) 

( c 
Cedar Pcint (1) 

Crescent Creek (I) 

Hanksville (M) 

Hartnet (C) 

Nasty Flat'(I) 

c 

. i 

: 
B 
D 

C 

;: 

D 
A 

0" 

5 

k 

k 
D 

4 
B 

ii 

C 
D 

C 
B 
D 

2,753 

17: 

Ncb 
NC 
NC 

2,356 
675 

347: 

3,120 
322 

NC _ 
NC 

1,091 1,691 
1,174 0 

15 NC 
175 35 

18 NC 

2,366 2,998 
222 NC 

1,273 
6 

161 
174 

NC 
NC 

1: 

187 
55 

282 

NC 

K 

6.159 NC 
4.056 NC 

2:: K 
129 NC 

2,884 2,938 
128 NC 

399 474 
576 NC 
210 248 

9/l-5/31 NC Yes E Yes See Page 4. 

10/l-5/31 NC 
10/l-5/31 NC 

No E Yes See Page 4. 

9/l-5/31 NC Yes A No. See Page 4. 

10/l-5/31 NC No C YesC See Page 4. 

9/l-4/30 NC E Yes See Page 4 

5/1-b/ 15 NC Yes E Yes See Page 4 

9/l-5/31 NC 
10/l-5/31 NC 

Yes E Yes See Page 4 

11/l-6/31 NC Yes 
C 

YesC See Page 5 

6/l-9/30 NC Yes E Yes See Page 5 

, .- 
: 

. 



NFP 3 - TABLE 1 _---I_ 
WILDLIFE/RANGE ___-- Page 2 of 7 

--- - 
Inventory 

--.-y-A-_- 
El5 Wtldlife Decision 

Allocation Samson of Use _e-__-_- ___- Studies Alternative .----- Agrees Decision and _- 
Allo~tnTnT/Ca~orY Animala EIFP 2 blF? 3 NF? 2 MFP 3 _z ~~~~*~vzz‘nze~-~=-- -j_l_- &Q-e- Selected with MFP 2 Qtionale I I?iew-.L---ww~ 

North Bench/Wild Horse (M) C 1,797 
II 179 

1,523 9/l-6!30 
160 

NC Yes (North Ilench) C 
No studies (Wild 

Horse) 

Yes See Page 5. 

Pennell (I) C 2,330 
s 231 
i a29 
D 824 

Robbers Roost (M) c 
BU 
D 
A 
BS 

(-1 r.2 

'Rockies (I) 
,. 

, :: . . 

Sandy 1 (I) 

C 

i 
BS 

3,988 
a75 
289 
794 

938 
210 

92 

Sandy 2 (I) c 707 

5 
122 

62 

_’ 
981 

21 

. 
Sawnill Basin (I) C 96 

D" 
114 
ial 

2iUb 
q 6/l-10/31 

6/l-10/31 

-i-g- !I55 

NC 
NC 
NC 
NC 
NC 

5,600 
272 
439 
a32 

1,096 

3! 

2,228 
155 

NC 

985 
NC 

NC 
NC 
NC 

Yearlong 

. 

NC Yes E Yes See Page 5. 

10/l-5/31 
10/l-5/31 N”c” 

No C No 

10/l-4/15 NC 
10/l-4/15 NC 

Yes A No 

lO/lO-4/15 NC No 

lO/ 16-J/ 15 NC Yes 

7f x-8131 NC No E Yes 

NC 
NC 

Yes E Bison 
C Deer 

No See Paqe 5. 

A Bison 
C Deer 

No 

C Yesc 

See Page 5. 

See Page 5. 

See Page 6. 

See Page 6. 

See Page 6. 



F:FP 3 - TAiiLE 1 ----- 
WILDLIFE/RANGE --.- ---_I 

Page 3 of 7 

__--- .-----I 
Inventory EIS Wildlife--' Decision 

-- 

Allocation Srdson of Use Studies Alternative Agrees Decision an: 
Animala KVT-T3-- 

.FIFp2- -1-~~~-3 ---- 
Agree Selected wi_tlI RFP 2 Rationale -_- ___- ----II_ _ --_- ---- 

Sewing Machine (MI 
lk 
BS 

2,646 
167 
a37 

11/l-4/15 NC NO stuaies C Yes= See Page 6. 

lO/ iii- s/3 1 NC Yes . E Yesd See Page 6. 

9/l-5/31 
10/l-5/5 

NC 
NC 

No studies E Bison YesC 
C Deer, 

Bighorn Sheep 

See Page 6. 

10/l-5/31 10/l-4/15 No C Yesc See Page 6 

10/l-4/30 NC No studies Ed YesC See Page 7 

Unallotted NC No Studies E Yes See Page . 

May vary NC Yes E Yes See Page Y 

Steele Butte (1) C 
B 
D 

Trachyte (I) 
4 

DB 
.BS 

1,164 2,110 
800 743 

14 NC 
327 343 

64 NC 

Waterpocket 

c 

r ',\ P 
II 

. . _ 

3,116 3,025 
474 322 
206 NC 

Little Rockies% 

. . 

-C 
s 

BDS 

0 
0 

112 
548 

70 

ice 
NC 

Dry Lakes ,C 
B 
II 

0 NC 

1:; NN"c 

Flint Trail C 
D 
BS 

16: 
NC 

‘808 

North Caineville Mesa C 0 NC Unallotted NC 

South Cainevilie Mesa 
. 

0 NC 
20 NC 

Unallotted NC 

Inventory E Yes See Page 
completed, no 
studies. 

Yes 'See Page Inventory E 
completed, no 
studies. 

aAnimal Key 
$ ;aw C Cattle btJC = No Change eNew name "Slick Rock Allotment“. 

D Mule Deer C Though the alternat?ve selected is aifferent than 
BS Bighorn Sheep S Sheep MFP 2,*tne wildlife recomnendation iS the same. 

BU Burros u With modifications. 

i I 

,.._ - ._ _ .._I .-_ -.,,. - _. _ 
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----------____-___-____ 

Allotment Decision Rationale 
.==- -. L?~zza-~=~~L------- ~.~~~-~~II__- -_- _-_ i _-__ x--.--- -- ._-~ 

Blue Gench Accept the multiple use recomxlendation 
(Alternative E) as evaluated in the EIS. 
So:lth C>ineville Mesa will remain unal- 
lotted for livestock. Livestock grazing 
use on South Caineville Mesa will be 
authorized only as ou:lined in the ACtC 
Management Plan. 

Bullfrog Accept the multiple use recommendation 
(Alternative E) as evaluated in the EIS. 

I 
_- 

‘. 

,‘- 
0 

.” 

Rurr Point Reject the multiple use recommendation and 
accept no change. No Change From Current 
Average Levels Of Use (Alternative A) as 
evaluated in the EIS. 

Cathedral Reject the multiple use recommendation and' 
accept Manage For Optimum Big Game Proouc- 
tion (A1ternative.C) as evaluated in the EIS 

Cedar Paint Accept the multiple use recommendation 
(Alternative E) as evaluated in the EIS. 

, 
Crescent Creek Accept the multiple use recommendation Inventory and range stuaies agree on 

(Alternative E) as evaluated in the EIS. the allowable grazing levels. 

Hanksville Accept the multiple use recommenaation 
(Alternative E) as evaluatea in the EIS. 

: 
. 

Both range Studies and inventory agree 
that only enough forage exists to 
satisfy 2,753 AUMs of iivestock use. 
Though bison are currently using S AUMS 
annually, only 4 are available as per 
studies. Though 8 AUMs represent use 
of 200 percent of availability, it is 
felt that 4 AUMs is so small that a 
significant effect on the forage re- 
source oue to bison use woula be unde- 
tectable. Because of terrain and food 
preference of deer, the 179 AUMs of 
prior stable use can be allowea as this 
forage is non-competitive with other 
uses. 

Stuaies ana inventory do not agree in 
this area. The proper grazing levels 
cannot be aeterminea at this time. 
Monitoring would be intensified over a 
5-year perioa to gather sufficient data 
to determine proper grazing levels. In 
order for all competing uses to begin 
at a corrmon base, the level-for live- 
stock will be allowed along with current 
need for 200 (post hunt) mature bison 
ano prior stable deer use. 

Though the forage inventory (SVIM) shows 
that additional forag.2 is available, 
water must be developed before this can 
be used. Range stuaies show the use on 
currently used range not be increased 
over present levels. 

Studies are not complete enough to sup- 
port changes in preference. In-order 
for all comoetina uses to beain at a . - 
common base, the prior stable deer num- 
ber will be used. Monitoring would be 
intensifiea over a !&year period to 
gather sufficient aata to determine 
proper grazing levels. 

Inventory and range studies agree on 
the allowable grazing levels. Cattle 
use will be eliminatea during the month 
of May. 

Inventory and range studies agree that 
adoitional'forage could be allocatea. 
however, until water can be aeveloped 
and new range areas openea up, grazing 
use will not exceed preference or prior 
stable numbers. l 



MFP-3 Table I (Cont'd) 
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Hartnct Reject the multiple use recwmnend,itiori and 
accept Manage For Optimum,Biy Game Produc- 
tion (Alternative C) as evaluated in the 
EIS. 

Inventory dnd studies agree that there 
is sufficient forage present in the 
allotment to support livestock grazing 
levels at preference and deer numbers 
at prior stable levels. 

Nasty Flat Accept the multiple use recommendation 
(Alternative E) as evaluated in the EIS. 

North Bench/ 
Wild Horse 

. 
Reject the multiple use recomnendation and 
accept Manage For Optimum Big Game Proouc- 
tion (Altarnative C) as evaluated in the 
EIS. 

Pennell Accept the multiple use recommendation 
(Alternative E) for bison but reject the 
multiple use reconendation (,Alternative E) 
for deer and accept Manage For Optimum Big 
Game Production (Alternative C) for deer 
as evaluated in the EIS. 

Robbers Roost Accept the multiple use recommendation 
(Alternative E) as evaluated in the EIS. 

, 

Rockies Reject the multiple use recommendation and 
accept Manage For Optimum Big Game Produc- 
tion (Alternative C) as evaluated in the 
EIS. 

Sandy 1 Reject 
accept 
Levels 
EIS. 

/ 

I 

the multiple use recommendation and 
no chanye - Continue Current Use 
(Alternative A} as evaluated in the 

i 

.__ .._. ,T- 
_ 

,.. 

The inventory alla range studies agree 
that a arazina level of 210 AUMs for 
deer and 576 AUMs for bison is available 
The stuaies also indicate that 399 AUMs 
are available for cattle; howcvcr, 474 
for livestock will be allowed. This 
allotment is scheduled for early aevelop- 
ment. Range condition deterioration is 
not expected to occur because of the 
deVelODment ano continued monitorina and 
evaluation. As development occurs,- 
first priority for additional forage 
will be allocated to deer until prior 
stable levels are reached (530 total AUMs) 

Though inventory (SVIM) shows that 1,797 
AUMs of forage are available for live- 
stock, the use will be limited to prefer- 
ence as studies are not adequate to allow 
the increase. In order for all competing 
uses to begin at a comnon base, deer use 
will be allocated at prior stable levels. 

Inventory ana studies show that not 
enough forage exists to meet preference 
ana existing bison use. As this allot- 
ment has pricrity for development, it is 
felt the deficit (96 AU%) will quickly 
be realized through improvement. Current 
numbers can be satisfied. As development 
occurs, first priority for adoitional 
forage will be allocatea to deer until 
prior stable levels are reached (1300 
total AUMs). 

Inventory and studies show that more than 
sufficient forage exists to meet the de- 
mands in this allotment. Livestock use 
will be helo to preference; however, pen- 
ding development of additional water 
resources. 

Studies are not complete enough to sup- 
port changes in livestock preference. 
In order for all competing uses to begin 
from a comnon ase prior stable deer num- 
use levels, and long-term objectives for 
6ig Horn Sheep will be allocated. Moni- 
toring will be intensified over a 5-year 
perioa to gather sufficient data to 
determine proper grazing levels. 

Though inventory (SVIM) and other range 
stuaies show a current grazing capacity 
below current use levels, this difference 
is only about 9 percent. It is felt that 
this oifference is so small that range 
deterioration will not occur. In order 
for competing uses to start from an even 
base, the wildlife use will be held at 
current levels. Monitoring will be care- 
fully evaluated to determine if this 
grazing level can continue without damage 
to the rangeland resource. 
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-- ------- - 
_A!lotmnt Oecision B-w-r -______n_= Ratinn.ile -.z.z.c>i.e- - .- 

'Sandy 2 

Sandy 3 

Sawmill Basin 

.,. Sewing Machine 

Steele Butte 

.Trachyte 

Waterpocket 

Reject the multiple use recommendation ano 
accept No C!iange - Continue Current Use 
Levels (Alternative A) for bison and manage 
for optimum big game production (Aiterna- 
tive C) for oeer. 

Reject the multiple use recommendation and 
accept Manage For Optimum Big Game Proauc- 

Inventory ana range studies show that 

tion (Alternative C) as evaluate? in the 
sufficient forage is available to meet 

EIS. 
livestock preference grazing levels and 
prior stable seer numbers. 

Accept the multiple use reconrnendation 
(Alternative E) as evaluated in the EIS. 

A Cooperative'Management Agreement will 
be prepared to limit livestock use inmed- 
iately to 100 AUMs. Bison will be allo- 
cated to support objective numbers. 
Though forage does not exist to satisfy 
prior stable deer numbers, the allocation 
is nearly-double current deer use. 

Reject the multiple use recommendation and 
accept Manage For Optimum Big Game Proauc-. 
tion (Alternative C) as evaluated in the 
EIS. 

Modify the multiple use reconmiendation 
(Alternative E) as evaluated in the EIS 
to reserve the Cave Flat area for wildlife 
use only. 

Accept the multiple use recomnendation 
(Alternative E) for bison ano accept Manage 
For Optimum Big Game Production (Alterna- 
tive C) for deer ana Big Horn Sheep. 

Reject the multiple use reconmenaation and 
accept Manage For Optimum Big Game Produc- 
tion (Alternative C) a.5 evaluated in the 
EIS. 

Inventory and range studies both inaicate 
thdt this allotment is Over used. How- 
ever, as the two do not agree on the 
degree of over-allocation, livestock use 
will be alloweo dt preference levels. 
In order for all competing uses to start 
from a common base, initial allocation 
for bison use wili be recognizea at cur- 
rent grazing levels, ano deer at prior 
stable levels. This allotment has pri- 
ority for implementdtion of a Cooperative 
Management Agreement. It is felt that 
through the agreement and continued moni- 
toring, proper grazing levels ana range 
condition can be achieved. 

Though inventory (SVIM) indicates that 
2,646 AUMs of forage is available, there 
are no range studies to support the in- 
crease. Livestock preference levels will 
be allocated along with prior stable deer 
numbers and long-term objective numbers 
for Big Horn Sheep. 

Inventory ana range studies agree on pro- 
per grazing levels. The livestock permit- 
tee and BLM have agreed to prepare a man+.- 
agement plan for livestock grazing in 1984. 
This allotment has high priority for im- 
provement. The allotment is short 94 AUMs 
of meeting current bison forage needs and 
221 AUMs short of meeting prior stable 
deer use. Land treatment on Tarantula 
Mesa has been accomplished to alleviate 
impacts from elimination of livestock on 
Cave Flat. 

As no studies are available to support 
changes in livestock preference the cur- 
rent use for bison and prior stable levels 
for deer will be allocated to assure a 
common base for all competing uses. 

Range studies support grazing use levels 
to be allowea at preference levels for 
deer. The season of use for a majority 
of the livestock use will be shortened for 
45 days in the spring. This will allow 
key forage species to increase in density 
ant vigor. 

_ _ ..-.._. -.--.--- 
: I.-‘ ..--. 
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UNITED STATES ’ 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAUOFLAND MANAGEMENT 

f;UWAGSXMT FRAf.AFW0RK PLAN 
ACTIVITY OBJECTIVE 

Noms (M F P) 

licnrv ilorrntain 
Activity 

Wildlife 
Objective Number 

WL-3.2 

The naturalness of the Henry Mountain bison herd. 

ONECTIVE 

Insure that the iZenry I4ountain bison herd remains wild and free roaming and 
t\;,:,t it 1132 be restricted/or turned into a semi-domesticated herd that is 
moved from pasture to pasture as are some of the herds found in the ilnited 
States. 

The Hewy !lowtain bison herd is unique in that it is the only wild, free- 
roaming bison herd that is hunted on an annual basis by permit. The national, 
rc?ionnl and ?ocal demand for this type of hunting recreation is well estab- 
lished by the numbers of applicants for the few available permits. This high 
interest greatly stimulates the local and state economy by increased revenues 
from hunters, as well as expenditures made by non-consumptive users such as 
travel expenses, eating, and lodging expenses. 



Give the bison habitat top priority for habitat management in the planning area and 
insure that the herd remains Gld and free roaming and that it not be restricted so 

.that it is turned into a semi-domesticated herd, moved from pasture to pasture as 
are some of the herds found in United States. 

The national, regional and local demand for a free roaming bison herd from which 
surplus animals can be harvested by hunting under wild conditions is well established 
by numbers of applicants for available permits. This demand is also true for those 
great numbers of perople who are interested in having a free roaming herd for non- 
COWUlTl~tiV~ Use. 

This herd is uniqtie, and one of the most-outstanding reatures it has is being able to 
roam completely free and able to carry out its life functions as its instincts 
demand. This is not true in any other bison herd'in the.lJnited States. - 

As such, the primary management goal should be to manage this planning unit primarily 
for bison. The local and state economy will benefit by increased revenues from 
hunters, as well as expenditures made by non-consumptive users such as travel expenses, 

.J eating and lodging expenses* 

SUPPORT NEEDS 

-District and State Office Resource Divisions 
-Utah Division of Wildlife Resources 

MULTIPLE-USE ANALYSIS 

Wildlife - only two bison herds in the contiguous 48 States.are wild and free roaming - 
,the Henry Mountain herd and the Yellowstone herd. 

Livestock - The bison in the Henry Mountains have a history as carriers of Brucellosis 
(infecteous abortion) and have been suspected of infecting cattle using the same 

As a result bison must be carefully monitored to assure that timely and 
~~~~~~'action can be taken to-protect the livestock resource. 

'. 
Bison are hard on 

livestock fences. Maintenance cost will be high with a wild-free roaming herd. 
Livestock 

Recreation - Harvesting of approximately 25 to 30 bison through sport hunting provides 
approximately 600 high value hunting days annually (based on an estimate of 7 day and 
3 persons per permit). In addition sight-seers come internationally to :observe the 
bison. The magnitude of this activity is unknown; but unquestionably exceeds hunting 
daygby many times. The demand for permits to hunt the bison exceeds availability' by 
approximately 80 times. 

: . (]y Y,;?..'.' r -, 
Economics - Based on very.unspecific data gathered from buffalo hunters it appears 
that about $Z,OOO.OO is being expended per permit for the hunt. This does not 



UNITED STATES ' Name (M F P) 

DEPAHTMENT OF THE INTERIOR Henry Yomjn 
EWEAilUt LAND MANAWuiENT I Acfivity 

51ildlifc 

Existing and future :Jater develqments for wildlife. 

OSJECTIVE 

i4odify all-water facilities (both existing and proposed) under 3ureau control 
tr, m,&~ i!,:+j- F.,l;il s5-j I2 *Lrj 311 s;)cxci 2s of xi1 dlife on a yearlong basis. 

RATIONALE 

Water facilities ::fhich are unavailable to wildlife or which are available to 
wildlife only during the periods of time livestock are present, are detri- 
nental to Gldlife and are not in accord with the Bureau's long-range objet- 
tives and multiple-use management principles. 

7, . . . 



REcnr"i'~rli!!!TIO~lS - I./L-3.4 --- .-.- ------- _..- 

Al 1 ?:ater c!;lvc?o;:;i;ent prf 
a ye~rlong b- 

ejects will.be constructed to provide water for wildlife on 
dsis (See iii-' ;' I Table 2 for list of water development projects). 

RATICifiALE -.-- 

A yy:l--l~n~ \;;<tY-r $[)(j?‘C<: -7 $ i:;-;@.rta:;t to most wifdlife soecies. In the past, water 
developments have been made which did not consider wildlife needs. Wildlife needs 
are (1) water left at a spring source, (2) bird ramps installed in stock tansk, (3) 
fenced area in stock pood devzlopmrnt, (4) agreements to keep wells pumped on a year- 
long basis, and/or water in troughs etc. year-long where feasible. 

S?W?RT UEW: --...w'-L-~~- 

-District Staff Specialists 
-Operation Division Chief . 

..^ 
MULTIPLE-1JSE A:~4LYSTSIS ---- e---.-e- 

Wildlife - Several species of wildlife would benefit from permanent water sources. 
Of,particular benefit would be birds, small mammals, and reptiles. If waters were 
made available additional feeding and breeding habitat would become available. Con- 

: versely if free-flowing water were developed and piped away from a current source 
crucial habitat could be lost. 

Economics - Costs would be high and logistics would be very difficult to keep all 
pipelines and wells going year-around, Exact costs are not known but to gain commit- 
ment and funding would most likely not be possible. 

MULTIPLE-USE RECOMMENDATION 

Reject the specialists recommendation but provide water.wherever free-flowing water 
is developed and evaluate on a case-by-case the feasibility of providing year-long, 
or at least during frost-free periods,water on pipelines and wells. 

DECISION 

Accept the multipe-use recommendation. 



Fora3e allocation for wild burros. 

Provide sufficient AU& to maintain a burro population of approximately 20 
animals. 

T&a \lild Horse and Burro Act of 1971 mandates that BLf4 consider xild burros 
equally with other resource values in developing resource management plans. 
This il-cluiics pro\l-irjir;g sgffjci. :f e, t forage .to maintain a healthy ~op!llation at 
the level determined desireable through the multiple-use planning system. It 
is estiaated that the allocation of 100 AU% in the Robbers Roost Allot:nent 
:-rjll maintain a healthy burro population with little or no impacts to other 
rangeland resources. 

5 
* .- 



(. RECO~.rl~l~r~nATIO?!-ANALYSIS-DECISION I t/t-3.5 

P~-ovfl?2 100 AL'i'is in the RJ%ers Roost allotrxnt for wild burros. 

The Wild Hors‘e and Burro Act of 1371 mandates that RLM consider wild burros equally 
\;i f t )? c .~; I -' i' I^ t] s 0 ; 1 I‘ 3 !~ v a 1 ;! ~ s i :I d :?‘I:'?1 op i ;1 3 f-2 s cl,, ( Ifve managzxnt plans, This includes 
providing sufficient forage to maintain a healthy population at the level determined 
desirable through the multiple-use planning system. 

Vild burro herd Unit 5 is located in the northeast section of the planning area in 
the Robbers Roost allotment. Based upon a 1981 inventory, there are approximately 20 
anji.:;:l; jn this herd nnit, The herd builds up to about 35 ani!l:als quite fast but 
apparentiy dies back every few years. It is estimated that allocation of 100 AU;% 
for cild burros in the Ro3ber's Roost allotxent will provide stifficient forage to 
sustain the current herd. 

For Multiple-Use Analysis, Recommendation, and Decision on Wild Burros see WL-3.1. 

. 
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pi ‘“‘“‘“‘?“!T OF THE INTERIOR i !$I 

C:.I?E,‘dI OF LAN0 MANAGEMENT 

lie,. ‘, ‘t’ PI\ 

Activity 

I~Jildlife 
Rolerence Number 

‘\ R’LCil;,‘.~~~l:DATiClli-A~AlYSIS- DECISION WL-3.6 
I_- _--- 

Develop a coclprchensiv,o manageinent plan in coordination with the UINR for mo,nitoring 
bi son nu~?f~crs as ~~11 as habitat condition and trend on crucial bison use areas. 
Major a~-xs of coixern include; calf mortality and herd composition data; the role 
that ?:: year olds (cows and bulls) play in reproduction;.the delineation of major 
seasolId: u;;; Li-<G; hild ~;';!l'i;e~+ diets. 

There has been a great deal of controversy between local livestock operators, the 
UXI? and the RLM regarding the population status of the Henry Mountain bison herd. 
As :i:;c;i, a yJ()yJ j [;"t&-j monitoring plan beWecn the SLM and UDER, aimed at collecting 
more accurate data reqarding the status,'distribution and ecology of the herd would 
help ~sol:~.t m;lci~ 
herd. 

of the co&roversy.as well as insure the health and welfare of the 

s I! P P c! P?T-KCE~ 

-Utah Eivisicn of !lil dl ife Resources 

r: 
i 

-Livestock Operators 
-Actvisory Eoard Golnmittee 
-District and Area Resource Staffs 

MULTIPLE-USE Recommendation 

Accept the specialists recommendation. ' 

DECISION : 

Modify the multiple-use recommendation to develop a habitat plan within realistic 
budgets. Encourage UDWR to gather the needed research information. Investigate the 
possibility for a research grant to.conduct the studies an! analysis needed.. 

. 
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UNlTED STATES 

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 

@JREAUOF LAND MANAGEMENT 

Name (M F P) 

Henry Xountain P.A. 

Activity 

Recreation 
MAr\fAGE,WNT F;ZAhWV~RX PLAN 

ACTIVITY OGJECTIYE 
Objective Number 

R-l 

ISWE 1 

Population shifts due to energy related developments in and around the planning 
area have caused an additional demand for recreational facilities. What 
additional recreational facilities should be developed to meet this increased 
demand? 

OBJECTIVE -- 

Provide recreational facilities where needed. .., 

RATIONALE -- 

Recreation is an important use of the public lands in the planning area, where 
there are four developed recreation sites. Where facilities have become over- 
crowded, site deterioration has occurred leading to vandalism and increased 
maintenance costs. The i3LM can promote a positive public image when it can 
meet established demand for recreation developments. Also, as user patterns 
change and population shifts occur, it becomes necessary to develop new 

‘2 
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UNITED STATES 

I~EPARTMENT 0~ TtiE INTERIOR 

BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-D&ISION 

Name(MFP) 

Henry Mountain P.A. 
Activity 

Recreation 
Reference Number 

R-l.1 

RECOMMENDATION R-l.1 

Expand the developed camping facilities in the Starr Springs area. 

RATIONALE 

This campground is usually filled to capacity throughout the summer. Deterior- 
ation due to overuse in the campground and to the surrounding area is leading 

Further, the site to vegetation and soil destruction and sanitation problems. 
attracts use from the Ticaboo area and has become in effect 
during the summer, diminishing the recreation opportunities 
other visitors. The unfinished activity plan should be camp 1 
guidance to the management of present facilities. 

a "city park" 
and experience of 
eted to give 

The Starr Springs area has long been identified as having capacity for additional 
developed space and the URA has identified adjacent Cowboy Springs as having 
development potential. The previous MFP (1974) also recommended that additional 
development was necessary in this area. Even though recreation development 
projects have not been funded under existing budgets, the studies recommended 
should be undertaken so that a cost estimate is on hand when funds become 
available. 

SUPPORT 

---Conduct a survey to determine specific site location, capacity, and costs of 
expansion and complete an activity plan by the end of FY 1982 

--Finalize mineral withdrawal (see R-8.1) 
-Develop maintenance program. 

-_ 
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RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION CONTINUED: 

MULTIPLE USE ANALYSIS 

WILDLIFE - Expanding and developing camping facilities at Starr Spring would 
increase human activity in this area. 
to riparian habitats (i.e., 

The impact from this activity would be 
littering, water pollution). However, this impact 

should not cause any measurable change in habitat quality. This recommendation 
could conflict with wildlife recommendation WL 3.1. 

No other impacts were identified from this action. 

ALTERNATIVE 1 (No Action) - 

Take no action to expand the Starr Springs camping facilities. 

MULTIPLE USE ANALYSIS 

RECREATION - Adverse impacts from this alternative were outlined in the re- 
commendation's rationale and include continued overcrowding, soil and veg- 
destruction, reduced visitor satisfaction, and deterioration of existing 
facilities. Delays in developing plans and cost estimates will increase the 
time needed to respond to any future funding increases. These delays could 
mean that other recreation developments elsewhere in the State would get the 
m0ne.y instead. 

‘?I 2. 
3 . -' 

No other impacts were identified from this alternative. 

- 



UNITE0 STATES 

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 

BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENOATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

NnmohFP) 

Henry Mountain P.A. 
Activity 

Recreation 
Rderenco Numbor 

R-l.1 

. MULTIPLE USE RECOMMENDATION R-l.1 

Accept the specialist recommendation as written. 

RATIONALE -- 

This recreation site has an identified need for additional development. Over- 
crowding and site deterioration will continue unless additional management 
efforts are taken. Although funding is currently restricted, site planning and 
cost estimates can be made so that development can be quickly initiated when 
funding becomes available. This recommendation received support from the District 
Multiple Use Advisory Council and the general public. There are no significant 
adverse effects from this recommendation on other resources. 

SUPPORT NEEDS 

-Implement the support needs identified under the specialist recommendation. 

DECISION R-l.1 -- 

-Accept the multiple use recommendation and the identified support needs. 

RATIONALE -- 

The rationales for the specialist and multiple use recommendations adequately 
discuss and support the desirability and need for this action. 
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UNITED STATES 

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 

BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Namo(MFP) 

Henry Mountain P.A. 
Activity 

Recreation 
Referonco Numbor 

R-l.2 

RECOMMENDATION R-l.2 

Construct parking space for three to four cars by the end of FY 1982 at the 
following locations along the Notom Road: Sheets Gulch, Five Mile Wash and 
Burro Wash. 

RATIONALE 

These creeks serve as access points for people exploring the canyons in ,Capitol 
Reef National Park. A safety hazard exists because the Notom Road is deeply 
graded through sandy areas at the-three creeks, making it impossible to pull 
off the road. On one occasion in the spring of 1981, four cars were observed 
parked at one time on the road of Sheets Gulch. The NPS estimates over 5,000 
people use portions of this road during the year. This need was also identified 
during the development of the Capitol Reef Master Plan and will be recommended 
as part of the preferred alternative to be announced in May of 1982. Since 
these parking areas are on BLM administered land, interagency cooperation is 
desirable. 

SUPPORT HEEDS: 

-Identify areas in field by staking 
-Cooperative agreement with Wayne County and Garfield County Road Departments 
-Coordination and cooperation with Capitol Reef National Park 

MULTIPLE USE #iALYSIS 

RECREATION - A positive impact would result from the elimination of the safety 
_-hazard described in the rationale. 

No conflicts were identified to other resource values from this action. 

-ALTERNATIVE 1 (No Action) 

Take no action to construct parking space along the Notom road. 

MULTIPLE USE ANALYSIS 

RECREATION - There would be an adverse impact to recreation because the safety 
hazard described under the rationale would continue.to exist. 

&I other impacts were identified for this alternative. 
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UNITED STATES 

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 

BUREAU OF LAN0 MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEhtENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Namoh4FP) 

Henry Mountain P.A. 
Activity 

Recreation 
Reference Number 

R-l.2 

MULTIPLE USE RECOMMENDATION R-l.2 

Acceipt the specialist recommendation as written, 

. 

RAT1 ONALE -- 

This recommendation will eliminate a safety hazard and provide an opportunity 
for cooperation with the development proposals in the new Capitol Reef National 
Park Master Plan. Costs are expected to be minimal. No adverse effects. for 
other resources were identified. The recommendation was supported by the general 
public. 

SUPPORT NEEDS 

-Implement the support needs identified under the specialist recommendation. 

-DECISION R-l.2 -- 

Accept the multiple use recommendation and the identified support needs. 

RATIONALE -- 

The rationales for the specialist recommendations and the multiple use recommend- 
ation adequately ,discuss the desirability and need for this action. 

. 

. 



UNITED STATES 

DEPARTMENT OF'THE INTERIOR 

BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

NamohFP) 

Henry Mountain P.A. 
Activity 

Recreation 
Reference Number 

R-l.3 

RECOMMENDATION R-l.3 

Develop an interpretive site at the Pink Cliffs (T. 34 S., R. 11 E. Sets. 9, 10, 
11, 13, 14) and manage 1,760 acres to protect recreational, educational and 
scenic values. 

RATIONALE -- 

The Pink Cliffs are actually several geologic formations (Navajo, Chinle., 
Morrison, and Windgate) which were tilted completely on end and then gradually 
eroded as Mt. Hillers was uplifted. They represent one of the most dramatic 
examples of the geologic forces for which the Henry Mountains are noted by 
geologists. 

The area is easily accessible by the public and adjacent to the most popular 
developed recreation site in the planning area, Starr Springs. 

.Special management of the area and the development of an activity plan (including 
hiking and interpretation) would be consistent with Bureau policy to provide 
protection for significant natural features as well as call attention to the 
.geologic processes for which the Henry Mountains are famous. 

Due to budget constraints and the time needed to obtain the State section by 
exch,ange, only the signing, easement, and trail development are probable for 
the immediate future. However, management recognition of the recreational, 
scenic, educational and interpretive values will assure the availability of 
this area for future development. It should be noted that acquisition of State 
section 16 would provide an excellent area for future camping or picnicking 
development. 

SUPPORT NEEDS. 

--Develop an activity plan by the end of FY 1984 
--Obtain section 16 through the exchange process (see lands recommendation L-3.1) 
-Improve access from Starr Springs (obtain an easement from the State of Utah 

.for an access road; regrade and/or gravel this road) 
-Construct trail and post signs 
-Close to ORV use 
--Place in category 2 with no surface occupancy stipulations for oil and gas 

leaising 
--Identify area on new HMRA recreation brochure. 

‘MJLTIPLE USE ANALYSIS .- 

BUNERALS - Al though the support needs recommend a Category 2 with "NO Surface 
Occupancy" stipulation, the area is small and the geologic formations do not 
indicate a likelihood of oil and gas deposits. Therefore the support n,eed would 
have an insignificant negative impact on the minerals program for the planning 

,+weiL. 
.- .-_ 
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RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS- DECISION CONTINUED: 1 

: 

WATERSHED - Providinq surface protection for this area would have a positive 
impact on watershed resources.‘ Most of this area is classified in a moderate 
erosion condition class. Not allowing ORV use or oil and gas activity would 
help maintain this classification and prevent any increased sediment load into 
nearby streams. 

WILDLIFE - The Pink Cliffs area sits on the boundary of crucial-critical and 
high priority deer summer range. Any management actions taken to restrict- 
surface disturbing activities would have a positive impact to wildlife resources. 

RECREATION -.Benefits derived from this recommendation have been addressed in 
the rationale. 

No other impacts have been identified from this action. 

ERNATIVE 1 (No Action) 

Take no action to develop an interpretive site at the Pink Cliffs. 

MULTIPLE USE ANALYSIS 
\ 

RECREATION - Benefits described in the recommendation's rationale would be 
forgone, including an opportunity to interpret the geology and provide additional 

'.') 

recreation opportunities in an area with an identified need. The recreational, 
-scenic, and educational values would remain unrecognized and could be lost as 
other activities Dccur in the area. 

No impacts to other resources were identified from this alternative. 
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The Pink Cliffs, on the south side of 
Mt. Hillers, offer an excellent oppor- 
tunity to interpret the geologic forces 
which formed the Henry Mountains in an 
area adjacent to a developed recreation 
site. Several small trails in the area 

could eventually be expanded. State 
section 16 offers excellent potential 
for both,deve?oped and undeveloped 
.camping. 
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UN!TED STATES 

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 

BUREAU OF lAN0 MANAGEMENT 

Name!MF P) 

Henry Mountain P.A. 

I Activity 

Recreation 

- 

. AAANAGEViENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENOATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Reference Number 

R-l.3 

MULTIPLE USE RECOMMENDATION R-1.3 

Accept the specialist recommendation as written. 

RATIONALE -- 

The Pink Cliffs area offers an excellent opportunity to provide interpretation 
of the-geologic features of the Henry Mountains. The cliffs are adjacent to 
Starr Springs,, one of the most popular developed recreation sites in the 
resource area. Management recognition of the scenic, educational and recreation 
values would assure these values are maintained for future development. This 
recognition will further support acquisition of a State section with desirable 
recreational values. No adverse effects to other resources were identified. 

This recommendation received support from the general public. 

SUPPORT NEEDS \ 

Implement the support needs identified under the specialist recommendation. 

-----_-------------I------------------- 

DECISION R-l.3 -7 

Accept the multiple use recommendation and the 

RATIONALE -- 

The rationales for the specialist and multiple . . use recommendation adequately 
discuss and support the desirability and the need for this action. 

identified support needs. 

. 
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UNlTED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 

BUREAUOFLANO MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 
ACTlViTY OBJECTIVE 

No l (MFP) 
Renry Mountain P.A. 

Acrivity Recreation 

Oblsctivo Nimber 

R-2 

. ISSUE 2, 

Unhealthy and unsightly conditions have been identified in the FlcMillin Springs 
and Airplane Springs picnic/campgrounds from livestock use. Should livestock 
grazing be excluded from these areas and how should this be accomplished? Also, 
contamination of public drinking water in picnic areas and campgrounds from other 
resource uses must be prevented. What steps shduld be taken to protect these 
wate,r sources? 

OBJECTIVE -- 

Develop a management policy for existing recreation sites and determine the level 
of development needed to provide for visitor health and safety. 

RATIIOPIALE .-- 

RLM is required to provide a safe source of drinking water at all developed 
recrteation sites. 

: 
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UNITED STATES 1 NamohFP) 

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 

BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

Henry Mountain P. A. 
Activity 

Recreation 
MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 
Reference Number 

R-2.1 

RECOMMENDATION R-2.1 

Construct fencing around the McMillan Springs campground area and provide a safe 
water source. Maintain the existing fence around Airplane Springs water source. 

RATIlDNALE -- 

Cattle grazing within developed recreation sites is an inappropriate activity 
and conflicts with BLM management objectives for these areas by promoting an 
unfa,vorable image of the agency in the minds of the general public. Fencing 
will reduce user conflicts and protect public drinking water from contamination. 
BLM has an obligation to provide safe drinking water sources at developed 
recreation facilities. Since there are only one picnic table and one outhouse 
at Airplane Springs and use is low, no additional fencing is now warranted. 

SUPPORT NEEDS 

Design and include fencing project proposal for FY 1983 AWP. 

MULTIPLE USE ANALYSIS 

No conflicts,were identified from this recommendation. Negative impacts to the 
campground and picnic area described in the rationale would be negated as a 
result of this recommendation. 

&lJE:RNATIVE 1 (No Action) 

Take no action to construct a fence around McMillin Springs campground and Hog 
Springs picnic area. 

.ltlULTIPLE USE ANALYSIS 

RECElEATION - Conflicts between recreational activities and cattle grazing would 
continue. A safe water source would not be available for public use at a 
developed camping area. 

This alternative would not impact other resources or uses. 



UNITED STATES 

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 

BUREAU OF LAN0 MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMWT FRAMEWORU FIAT’4 
RECOMMENCATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Name(MFP) 

Henrv Mountain P.A. 
Activity 

Recreation 
Reference Number 

R-3-1 

MULTIPLE USE RECOMMENDATION R-2.1 . 

Accept the specialist recommendation as written. 

RATIONALE 

This recommendation would solve an identified problem in a developed recreation 
site. No adverse effects on other resources were identified. ~The recommendation 
received support from the public and District Multiple Use Advisory Council. 

SUPPORT NEEDS 

-Implement the support needs identified under the specialist recommendation. 

DECISION R-2.1 

Accept the multiple use recommendation and the identified support needs. 

RATIONALE. 

The rationales for the specialist and multiple use recommendations 
discuss and support the desirability and need for this action. 

adequately 

. 



UNITED ST4TES 

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 

BUREAUOFLANO MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 
ACTIVITY OBJECTIVE 

Na?h(~jp!lountain P.A. 

Activity 
RecreciLion 

Objective Nu-nber 

R-3 

UT-050-82-052 
Isslk 3 -- 

Executive Order 11644 has directed the BL!? to make off-road vehicle (ORV) des-' 
igna,tions on all public lands administered by them. lilhat designations should be 
applied to public lands in the planning area? 

OBJECTIVE: PURPOSE AND NEED 

Desi,gnate ORV use categories for all public lands in the HMPA. 

RATIO!!ALE -- 

The BLN ORV designation process (43 CFR 8340) provides the framework for im- 
plementing Executive Order 11644. BLEl has been directed to classify public lands 
to accommodate ORV use and minimize adverse impacts on other resources. 

Under the guidelines of the "Management of Off-road Vehicle Use on Public Lands" 
as published in the Federal Register, June 15, 1979, off-road vehicle means any 
motorized vehicle capable of, or designed for, travel on or immediately over 
land, water, or other natural terrain, excluding: (1) any nonanphibious regis- 
tered motorboat; (2) any military, fire, emergency, or law enforcement vehicle 
while being used for emergency purposes; (3) any vehicle whose use is expressly 
authorized by the authorized officer, or otherwise officially approved; (4) 
vehicles in official use; and (5) any combat or combat support vehicle when used 
in times of national defense ehergencies. 

The ORV designation process allows areas of potential resource conflicts to be 
identified through the Bureau -planning process. After this identification is 
made, various levels of management response are possible including educating the 
public, printing brochures, and signing problem areas. These min-rmun management 
efforts should be adequate in this planning area because of the current low 
levels of ORV use. However, these efforts are still important because ORV use 
patterns can be directed away from sensitive areas before they develop. It is 
.much more difficult to close areas later when they have received heavy use and 
have developed their own user clientele. 

In many cases, state sections will be located within designated restricted or 
closed ORV use area. Access to these state sections will be provided on an as 
needed basis through consultation between the BLM, the applicable state agency 

-and the state section leasee or resource user. When access is warranted, spec- 
ific route (s) can be designated by the authorized BLM officer (see second 
-paragraph of this rationale, item f3]). .: . 

1. -', 

>%.w . . . . . . ;--.+x -zzL : ,-~.., .;;* 
___.' : 

.c --d, :.+.. - -_ . _ :. -/.-7.:.. 5 _i +. .x -. ~,Yl...- %?a .L.. ._ -..; i .w T.A..* '. '>-I .- . 
18 ,.:.. . .-.eL.~ 



:TIVITY OBJECTIVE CONTINUED: 

SUMMARY OF PROPOSED ACTIONS AND ALTERNATIVES 

A. Proposed Actions 

R-3.1 Designate special ORV high use areas at 

R-3.2 Restrict ORV use to designated roads in 
District. 

R-3.3 Restrict ORV use to existing maintained 
Bull Creek watershed problem areas. 

Ticaboo and Caineville. 

Bull Creek Archaeological 

roads in the Nasty Flat and 

R-3.4'Close hiking trails to ORV use at P!t. Ellen Summit, Angels Point, 
Panorama Point, Hog Springs, Dandelion Flat and the Caineville Mesas. 

R-3.5 Close'the Blue Hills to ORV use. 

R-3.6 Close the east side of the Little Rockies to ORV use and restrict 
general recreation Of?V use on the west side of the Ljttle Rockies 
National Natural Landmark to existing roads and ways. 

R-3.7 Close the canyons of the Dirty Devil River to ORV use. 

R-3.8 Close Cave Flat and Swap Mesa to ORV use from December 21 to March 20. 

R-3.9 Designate 
ORV use. 

B. Alternative 

No action - Maintain 

the remaining .public lands in the planning area open to 

. 

open ORV use status for all public lands in planning area. 

DESCRIPTION OF EXISTING ENVIRONMENT 

A description of the existing environment can be found in the Unit Resource 
Analysis (URA) for the Henry Mountain Planning Area and other portions of the MFP 
as indicated in the analysis. . 

. 
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UNITED STATES 

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 

BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEM~til FRAMEWdRK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

NamehFP) 

Henry Mountain P.A. 
Activity 

Recreation 
Roforonce Number 

R-3.1 

RECOMMENDATION R-3.1 

Provide special ORV high use areas at Ticaboo (South + of Sections 17 and North 
% of Section 20, T. 36 S., R. 11 E.) and Caineville (Section 14, -T. 28 S., R. 9 
E.). 

RAT1 ONALE -- 

As the Ticaboo townsite develops, ORV use can be expected to increase. 'Residents 
have indicated a desire for a designated area for their ORV.use. Directing use 
to a specific site will minimize use in more sensitive areas, such as adjacent to 
Glen Canyon NRA and Highway U-276. Use in these two areas is increasing in 
intensity and will need to be monitored. 

The Caineville area currently receives intensive ORV use, especially during the 
spring, and unsightly scars along highway U-24 are increasing. Use has reached 
the point where "undue and unnecessary degradation" (prohibited by FLPMA) may now 
be occurring. Complaints from Caineville residents have been received and 
critical newspaper articles have been published. This area must now either be 
closed, in which case use will merely move elsewhere, or managed to control use. 
Since ORV use has been recognized as a legitimate recreational activity and a 
need for a designated area obviously exists, the latter action is preferable. A 
designated ORV play area with an activity plan will meet current recreation needs 
and also assist BLM in preserving the scenic quality of U-24 and the Blue Hills. 
There will be moderate beneficial impactS to recreation because there will be a 
significant improvement in the level of management for these activities. 

SQPPGRT NEEDS 

-Coordinate with Garfield.County and Ticaboo to identify the ORV area, develop or 
review an activity plan, process an R&PP application, and determine maintenance 
responsibility 

-Coordinate with Wayne County and Richfield ORV user groups to develop and 
implement an activity plan and determine boundaries for the ORV high use area 
hy the end of FY 1983 

-0RV monitoring plan 
-Watershed monitoring 
-Post signs as needed 

MtXl-IPLE USE ANALYSIS 

MCi - This action would have a slight negative impact on grazing use and 
-vmMland resources, resulting from the destruction of surface vegetation. 
@tl:le would no longer he able to graze in the designated ORV high use areas. 
.mwr, positive impacts would result from the localization of the ORV use 
&&:h would make other areas suitable for grazing. Both areas are small and on 
@$tic lands which iare not rated as kighly productive forage areas. i 

~~~~.$-~~ 
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RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION' CONTINUED: 

) 

- 

Since there is a potential for the existence of threatened and endangered plant 
species, there is also a potential for these plants to be impacted. Use in 
these areas has been heavy in the past and there is a high probability that this 
use has already impacted any such plants located in the area. 

WATERSHED - Negative impacts in the ORV high use areas will occur in terms of 
watershed damage. Vegetation will be practically none existent and soil compact- 
ion will result. Fortunately, these areas are in a low rainfall zone and are not 
very large. Positive impacts would indirectly occur to other public lands 
surrounding the high use areas if the ORV use is contained on the designated 
areas. 

WILDLIFE - Restriction of ORV use to a localized area will help reduce habitat 
destruction and human disturbance. This action would result in a discernable 
improvement of wildlife resources outside high use areas and have a beneficial 
impact on wildlife objectives. 

RECREATION -.This action would have a positive impact on that portion of the 
general public interested in ORV use as described in the rationale. Designating 
certain public lands as.ORV high use areas will eliminate conflicts with other 
resource users. This recommendation conflicts to some extent with R-3.5 and 
ACEC/R-1.1 which recommends closing most of the Blue Hills to ORV use. Although 
this high use area is outside the recommended Blue Hills closure area, the in- 
creased recreation use can be expected to "spill over" into sensitive areas. 
This recommendation should not be adopted if recommendation R-3.5 is not adopted. 

No other impacts were identified from this recommendation. 

'RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN SHORT-TERM USE AND LONG-TERM PRODUCTIVIN 

The'short-term use which is to control ORV activity by concentrating use in 
specified areas would enhance the long-term productivity.of natural resources. 
outside these areas. ' 

IRREVERSIBLE AND IRRETRIEVABLE COMMITMENTS OF RESOURCES 

Natural and human caused erosion would continue to displace soils. 

ALTERNATIVE 1 (No Action) 

Take no action to designate ORV high use areas. 

-MULTIPLE USE ANALYSIS 

-RANGi - By continuing .to allow uncontrolled use by off-road vehicles, this 
alte!rnative would cause rangelands to suffer additional soil erosion and loss of 
-\cegertation. Livestock harassment and fence cutting have.been known to .occur _ 

: bs ./ -.* "- 
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RECOMMENDATION-ANljLYSIS-DECISION' CONTINUED: 

occasionally in the planning area as a result of ORV use. Without designated ORV 
use areas, problems identified above will continue to occur and rangeland re- 
sources will be impacted. 

WATERSHED - Unrestricted ORV use on public lands can have a detrimental effect on 
vegetative cover, soil compaction and sediment yield. The degree of impact 
depends on the amount of ORV use, the vegetation density and the rate of re- 
growth. In those areas where the use is high and the vegetation density is low 
there will be a significant adverse effect on the watershed. Revegetation in 
the low, dry areas is a slow process. When rain storms occur, topsoils are 
easily carried away into the various creeks and drainages. From a watershed 
standpoint, it is important to restrict those fragile public lands which cannot 

'tolerate the type of surface disturbance usually associated with heavy ORV use. 

WILDLIFE - ORV use does not necessarily impact wildlife resources adversely. If 
use is dispersed and is not conducted on crucial-critical habitat during those 
seasons when wildlife need this habitat, impacts would be slight. Serious 
impacts would not occur unless ORV use in any particular area began to destroy 
the vegetation to the.point that revegetation would be impossible and habitat 
loss resulted. This would be especially true on public lands identified as 
crucial-critical habitat. 

.' 

RECREATION - As stated in the recommendation's rationale, random ORV use continue 
and adversly affect two scenic highways (U-24 and U-276). BLMs efforts to 
maintain scenic values will be hindered. Littering may increase due to a lack 
of management attention and BLM will not have responded to public requests to 
deal with the situation. It will become increasingly difficult to prevent ORV . . 
use in the Blue Hills, an area recommended to be closed to ORV use. This al- 
ternative conflicts with recommendation ACEC/R 1.1. 

No other impacts were identified from this alternative. 

RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN SHORT-TERM USE AND LONG-TERM PRODUCTIVITY 

Same as those described for the recommendation. 

$?RJVERSIBLE AND IRRETRIEVABLE COMMITMENT OF RESOURCES 

, Same as those described for the recommendation. 

‘! 
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UNITED STATES 

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 

BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEPXNT FRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENOATION-ANALYSIS-OECISION 

NamehFP) 

Henry Mountain P.A. 
Activity 

Recreation 
Reference Numhr 

R-3.1 

MULTIPLE USE RECDMMENDATION R-3.1 

Accept the specialist recommendation as written. 

RATIONALE 

The fact that OR\/ use occurs in these areas and may spread to other more 
sensitive areas, warrants an intensive management effort. Guiding ORV use to 
specific sites will benefit range, watershed, and wildlife resources by con- 
centrating use. A finding of no significant impact was determined as a result 
of the multiple use analysis. This recommendation was supported by the District 
Multiple Use Advisory Council. 

SUPPORT NEEDS 

-Implement the support needs identified under the specialist recommendation. 

-----------‘----------------O--O-----_-- 

DECISIONS R-3.1 . . 

Accept the multiple use recommendation and the identified support needs. 

RATIONALE 

The rationales for the specialist and multiple use recommendations adequately 
discuss and support the desirability and need for this action. A finding of 
no significant impact was determined as a result of the multiple use analysis. 

COORDINATION AND CONSULTATION 

Public response to the off-road vehicle designations was solicited throughout 
the development of the Henry Mountain MFP. The first public comment opportunity 
was during May, 7980, when over 400 public involvement guidebooks were distributed 
to solicit public issues and concerns. In August, 1981, BLM mailed over 400 
briefing guides and held public workshops in Hanksville and Salt Lake City for ., 
public comments on alternatives, including off-road vehicle designations. All 
public comment opportunities were announced in state-wide and local news media. 



UNITED STATES 

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 

BUREAU OF LAN0 MANAGEMENT 

.I ;~j:"R~~::;;;nP.A. 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENbATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Reference Number 

R-3.2 

RECOMMENDATION R-3.2 

Restrict ORV use in the Bull Creek Archaeological District to designated roads. 

RATIONALE 

43 CFR 8342.1 directs BLM to designate ORV areas "....to minimize damage to 
soil, watershed, vegetation, air, or other resources." 

"The National Historic Preservation Amendments Act 1980" requires that Federal 
agencies assure that National Register Sites are not "....substantially altered, 
or allowed to deteriorate significantly...." 

This area has significant cultural features which are highly sensitive to ORV 
disturbance. The area was nominated as an Archaeological District in 1980. 
There are more than 113 sites which include chipping sites, campsites, and pit 
houses. These sites are susceptible to damage when vehicles drive over or 
through them. ORV use has been increasing and many new paths and trails in the 
area are developing randomly. This recommendation would have positive impacts 
to recreation and cultural resources because there would be a significant 
improvement in the management of the area. Currently the area is open to 
unrestricted ORV use and damage to sites is occurring. Most of the soils in 
the Archaeological District were classified in the moderate, critical, and 
severe erosion condition classes. This is the least restrictive action which 
can be taken to provide adequate protection for the identified resource 
value. 

SUPPORT NEEDS 

-0RV monitoring plan 
-Post signs as needed 

MULTIPLE USE ANALYSIS 

RANGE - This action would have a positive impact on rangeland resources and 
livestock grazing from this recommendation. ORV use on roads impacts rangeland 
resources through loss of vegetation and soil erosion. One mile of road uses 
-approximately 3/4 of an acre of land which.is no longer productive in terms of 
.forage for livestock use. Restricting use to existing roads will help.prevent 
future loss of forage and unnecessary soil erosion. 

i!ATERSHED - This action would have a positive impact-on vegetative cover and 
soil condition. As described under range impacts, soil erosion and a loss of 
.vegetation usually result from ORV use. The degree of impact is -dependent on 
the type of soils disturbed, the amount of disturbance and the vegetation 

L.~ --density of the alffected area. Most of the 7-ow desert lands surrounding. the 

.' -Henry Mountains are not highly productive and have low vegetation density. 
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1 RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION CONTIN-UEO: Y 

Disturbances on these lands are usually more significant than on the higher 
elevation areas where moisture and revegetation potential are high. Any 
recommendation that keeps ORV use to existing roads would have a beneficial 
impact to watershed. 

WILDLIFE - This action would have a positive impact on wildlife resources for 
the same reasons described under range and watershed. Impacts would be 
limited to established roads, which would be especially significant in 
crucial-critical habitat areas. 

RECREATION - Impacts are covered under the rationale for the recommendation, 

No other impacts have been identified from this recommendation. 

RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN SHORT-TERM USE AND LONG-TERM PRODUCTIVITY 

The short-term use which is to control ORV activity would enhance the long- 
temi preservation of cultural resource values. 

IRREVERSIBLE AND IRRETRIEVABLE COMMITMENT OF RESOURCES 

Natural erosion and ORV use of existing roads would continue to displace 
soils. 

JLTJRNATIVE 1 (No Action) 

. Take no action to restrict ORV use in and around the Bull Creek Archaeological 
District. 

, 
MULTIPLE USE ANALYSIS 

Impacts from this alternative would be the same as those'described under the 
multiple use analysis for the "NO Action" alternative for recreation recommend- 
ation, R-3.1. The unregulated ORV activities would continue to be a potential 
.and serious threat to the 113 cultural sites in the Archaeological District. 

No other impacts have been identified from this alternative. 

RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN SHORT-TERM USE AND LONG-TERM PRODUCTIVITY 

The short-term use of off-road vehicles cross-country would negatively impact 
the long-term productivity (enhancing, understanding, and preserving) of-the 
cultural resource values in the archaeological district. 

- IRREVERSIBLE AND IRRETRIEVABLE COMMITMENT OF.RESOURCES 

t.,.. 

Natural erosion combined with cross-oountry off-road vehicle activity would 
.f 

continue to displace soils and'result in a potential loss of cultural resource ., 1 , 
.values. 
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UNITED STATES 

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 

BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGE:,1,ENT FBAPAEWORK PLAN 
RECO%MENOATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Reference Number 

R-3.? 

MULTIPLE USE RECOMMENDATION R-3.2 

Accept the specialist recommendation as written, 

RATIONALE -- 

ORV damage is occurring in the Archaeological District and more intensive manage- 
ment is both needed and desirable to protect the cultural resqurces. Benefits 
would occur to range , wildlife, and watershed resources. There would be no 
adverse impacts from this recommendation. This is the least restrictive action 
which can be taken to provide adequate protection for the resource value. 
This recommendation was supported by the public and the District Multiple Use 
Advisory Council. 

SUPPORT NEED 

Implement the support needs identified under the specialist recommendation. 

DECISION R-3.2 -- 

Accept the multitile use recommendation and the identified support needs. 

RATIONALE -- 

The rationales for the specialist and multiple use recopmendations adequately 
discuss and support the desirability and need for this action. .A finding of no 
significant impact was determined as a result of the multiple use analysis. 

COORDINATION AND CONSULTATION 

Public response to the off-road vehicle designations was solicited throughout * 
the development of the Henry Mountain MFP. The first public comment opportunity 
was during May, 1980, when over 400 public involvement guidebooks were distributed 
to solicite public issues and concerns. In August, 1981, BLM mailed over 400 
briefing guides and held public workshops in Hanksville and Salt Lake City for 
public comments on alternatives, including off-road vehicle designations. All 
public comment opportunities were announced in state-wide and local news media. 

. 
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UNITED STATES 

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 

BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEtiORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

kmo(MFP) 

Henry Mountain P.A. 
Activity 

Recreation 
Reference Number 

R-3.3 

RECOMMENDATION R-3.3 

Restrict ORV use in the Nasty Flat and Bull Creek watershed problem areas (see 
Watershed recommendations, W-2.1 and 3.1) to existing maintained roads. 

RATIONALE -- 

43 CFR 8342.1 directs BLM to designate ORV areas "to minimize damage to soil, 
watershed, vegetation, air, or other resources". 

Both areas are in a VRM Management Class II area with Class A scenery; the worst 
erosion conditions are clearly visible from several important travel routes. 

The INasty Flat area has an erosion problem on steep slopes (over 70%) and 
portions have been classified in critical and severe condition. ORV use in this 
area would conflict with BLM's current efforts to restore the area to a more 
stable condition as outlined in waterihed recommendation, W-2.1. 

The Bull Creek area has a high rate of erosion caused by road construction. 
This construction was also responsible for the removal of stream meanders 
resulting in increased stream gradients and stream velocity. ORV use in and 
around the creek could negate watershed management actions designed to stabilize 
the creek channel and would be in conflict with watershed recommendation, W-3.1. 

This is the least restrictive measure which can be applied to adequately protect 
the resource values identified in this rationale and the rationales for water- 

'shed recommendations, W-2.1 and W-3.1. Anything less restrictive would be in 
conflict with the management goals to improve watershed condition. 

SUPPORT NEEDS 

--ORV monitoring plan 
-Post signs as needed 

MULTIPLE USE ANALYSIS 

RANGE/WATERSHED/WILDLIFE - Impacts from this recommendation would be the same 
as those described under recreation recommendation, R-3.2. In addi ti on, 
these areas have been identified as needing special management attention to 
elimiinate watershed problems. These areas are characterized by steep hillsides 
which would be very sensitive to ORV use. The areas have also been identified 
as lying in crucial-critical summer and/or winter habitat for deer and bison. 
This recommendation is a logical extension of watershed recommendations, W- 
2.1 and 3.1 which were to correct erosion problems resulting from gullying 
and past overgrazing and to stabilize the creek channel. Restricting ORV use 
will prevent compounding the .problem which special management is trying to 

I --mollve, ORV closure has been listed- as asupport need for+2.1 iand 3.1. 
I. I *' ., _. 
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RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION CONTINUED: 
) 

RECREATION - Impacts are covered under the rationale For this recommendation. 

WILDERNESS - This action would have a positive impact because no new off-road 
vehicle disturbances,would occur in those portions of the proposed restricted 
areas lying in the wilderness study areas. 

No other impacts were identified from this recommendation. 

RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN SHORT-TERM USE AND LONG-TERM PRODUCTIVITY 

The short-term use which is to control ORV activity would enhance the long- 
term productivity of the two watersheds. 

IRREVERSIBLE AND IRRETRIEVABLE COMMITMENT OF RESOURCES 

Natural erosion and ORV use of existing roads would continue to displace 
soils. 

JLTJRNATIVE 1 (No Action) 

Take no action to restrict ORV use in the Nasty Flat and Bull Creek watershed 
problem areas. 

MULTIPLE USE ANALYSIS 

ri 
,.B . . 

Impacts from this recommendation on range, watershed and wildlife would be 
the opposite of those described under the multiple use analysis for the 
recommendation (R-3.3). Even though ORV use is not currently occurring in 
the area, watershed damage from any use could be significant and eliminate 
the overall beneficial improvements that have resulted over time. This 
alternative would be in conflict with the special management plans (see W-2.1 
and W-3.1) recommended to improve the watershed condition of both areas. The 
wilderness study area could also be negatively impacted if ORV use were to 
occur. 

No other impacts were identified from this alternative. 

JELJTIONSHIP BETWEEN SHORT-TERM USE AND LONG-TERM PRODUCTIVITY 

The short-termuse of off-road vehicles cross-country would impact (lessen) 
the long-term productivity of the watershed values. 

SVERSIBLE AND IRRETRIEVABLE COMMITMENT OF RESOURCES 

Natural erosion combined with cross-country off-road vehicle activity would 
continue to displace soils. 

34 
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UNITED STATES 

DEPARTMENT OF THE It!TERIOR 

BUREAU OF LAG0 MN~AGEMENT 

&qpjAr,~>,:Er .iT FRPa!EWO~K P1AN 
RECO~~~~~~E~!DATION-ANALYSIS-OECISiOlll 

km LWP) 
flenry Mountain P.A. 

Activity Recreation 

Reference Humhey 

R-3.3 

MULTIPLE USE RECOMMENDATION R-3.3 

Accept the specialist recommendation as written. 

RATIONALE 

This recommendation is a necessary support need to watershed recommendations 
W-2.1 and W-3.1. ORV use must be restricted in these areas to aid BLM's 
efforts to rehabilitate damaged portions of the Nasty Flat and Bull Creek 
problem areas. This is the least restrictive action which can be taken to 
adequately protect the watershed values. 
was determined as a result of the multiple 

A finding of no significant. impact 
use recommendation. This recommendation 

was supported by the public and the District Multiple Use Advisory Council. 

SUPPORT NEEDS 

Implement the support needs identified under the specialist recommendation. 

--I--------------------------- ---I----- 

DECISION R-3.3 

Accept the multiple use recommendation and the identified support needs. 

. RATIONALE 

The rationales for the specialist and multiple use recommendations .adequately 
discuss and support the desirability and need for this action. A finding of 
no significant.impact was determined as a result of the multiple use alternative. 

COORDINATION AND CONSULTATION 

Public response to the off-road vehicle designations was solicited throughout 
the development of the Henry Mountain MFP. The first public comment opportunity 
was during May, 1980, when over 400 public involvement guidebooks were distributed 
to solicit public issues and concerns. In August, 1981, BLM mailed over 400 
briefing guides and held public workshops in Hanksville and Salt Lake City 
for public comments on alternatives, including off-road vehicle designations. 
All public comment opportunities were announced in state-wide and local news 
Edia. 
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UNITED STATES 

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR ' 

BUREAU OF LAN0 MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENilATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

NamohFP) 

Henry Mountain P.A. 
Activity 

Recreation 
Roferenco Numbor 

- 

RECOMMENDATION R-3.4 

Close designated hiking trails to ORV use at Mt. Ellen Summit, Angels Point, 
Panorama Point, Hog Springs, Dandelion Flat, and the Caineville Mesas. 

RATIONALE 

43 CFR 8342.1 directs BLM to designate ORV areas to "minimize conflicts between 
off 'road vehicle use and other existing or proposed recreational uses of the 
same or neighboring public lands...." 

ORV use in these areas is in direct conflict with the values for which these 
trails were established. In all cases, steep terrain would be easily disturbed 
by ORV use and a safety hazard exists between pedestrians and motorized vehicles. 
In most, cases, the trails can be negotiated by motorcycles. Currently these 
areas are open to ORV use. This is the least restrictive action which can be 
taken to adequately protect the hiking trails and the public using them. 

SUPPOlRT NEEDS 

-0RV monitoring plan 
-Post signs as needed 

MULTIPLE USE ANALYSIS 

Impacts from this recommendation would be the same as those described under the 
multiple use analysis for recreation recommendations R-3.2 and R-3.3. 

RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN SHORT-TERM USE 

The slhort-term use which is to control ORV activity would enhance the long 
term productivity of natural resource values. 

IRREVERSIBLE AND IRRETRIEVABLE COMMITMENT OF RESOURCES 

-Natural erosion and the public's use of the hiking trails would continue to 
-displace soils. 

ALTERNATIVE 1 (No Action) 

Take no action to close designated hiking trails to ORVuse. 



RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION CONTIN'UED: B 

s 

MULTIPLE USE ANALYSIS 

RECREATION - A safety hazard would continue to exist between ORV users and 
pedestrains on these trails. If BLM personnel observed people driving motor- 
cycles on these trails, they would have no legal basis for asking them to move 
elsewhere. 

No impacts to other resources have been identified from this alternative. 

RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN SHORT-TERM USE AND LONG-TERM PRODUCTIVITY 

The short-term use of off-road vehicles on hiking trails would impact (lessen) 
the long-term productivity of natural resource values. 

IRREVERSIBLE AND IRRETRIEVABLE COMMITMENT OF RESOURCES 

Same as those identified for the recommendation. 



UMITEO STATES 

DEPARTMENT Of THE INTiRlOR 

BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMEt~T 

NarnehFP) 

Henry Mountain P.A. 
Activity 

Recreation 
.~~~~~\!.~.GS,fY,2JT FwQ!!EWQI~K P!.AN 

R~Co~~l~,~ENOATloi~-A~~ALYSIS- DECISION 

MULTIPLE USE RECOMMENDATION R-3.4 

Peference Number 

R&4.--- 

Accept the specialist recommendation as written. 

RATIONALE 

The recommendation's rationale correctly points out ORV use on these trails is 
inappropriate and contrary to the'reason these trails were constructed. 
Although ORV use has not been a problem on these trails to date, it is pre- 
ferable to identify these areas as closed to ORV use at this time to establish 
a legal basis for enforcement. Identification will also allow for a more rapid 
response time if signing should prove necessary rather than using the longer and 
more costly "emergency closure" procedures. Benefits to range, wildlife, and 
watershed were also identified. This is the least restrictive measure which 
can be taken to adequately protect the hiking trails. A-finding of no significant 
impalct was determined as a The recommendation was supported by the.public 
and ,the District Multiple Use Advisory Council. 

SUPPORT NEEDS 

Implement the support needs identified under the specialist recommendation. 

--_-Q--l-_---------------------------- 

DECISION R-3.4 --v 

Accept the multiple use recommendation and the identified support needs. 

RATIONALE -- 

The rationales for the specialist and multiple use recommendations adequately 
discuss and support the desirability and need for this .action. A finding of 
no significant action was determined as a result of the multiple use analysis. l 

COORDINATION AND CONSULTATION .- 

Public response to the off-road vehicle designations was solicited throughout 
the dlevelopment of the Henry Mountain MFP. The first public comment opportunity 

-++as during May, 1980, when over 400 -fwb-lic'in~vement--guidebooks -were.distributed 
to solicit public issues and concerns., InAugust, 1981,.-BLM mailedover- 

-?briefing guides and held public -workshops in-Hanksville yand Salt lake City 
.for -public -comments on alternatives, %ncfuding off-road -vehic-le d&siignations, -.A?1 
public comment- opportuni.ties -were a.rrrx&nced ~~in-s~~~~~-and-:J~cat~ews-.-i;iedia. 
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UNITED STATES 

OEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 

NmdMFP) 

nry Mountain P.A. 

BUREAU OF LAN0 MANAGEMENT I Activity 

Recreation 

- 

MANAGEMENT FR-AMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

L 
Referance Number 

p.-zL; 

RECOMMENDATION R-3.5 

Close the Blue Hills to ORV use. 

RATIONALE -- 

ORV use in this area conflicts with the recognized geologic, historic, scientific, 
scenic, and recreational values of the Blue Hills. These values have led to the 
area being considered for both Wilderness and ACEC designation. 

Most ORV use in the area occurs in the spring while soils are saturated causing 
unsightly scars for several months along a key travel route. This condition has 
resulted in newspaper articles, letters to the editor, and input into the planning 
system from local residents. 

Portions of the area are highly susceptible to natural erosion which would be 
increased by ORV activity. URA soils data concluded that "it should be the 
Bureaus objective to keep surface disturbance to a minimum in all areas where 
the Mancos Shale outcrops, especially in areas where overland flow is apparent". 
Phase I watershed data indicates that over 10,000 acres in the upper Sweetwater 
Creek drainage are in severe (the worst rating possible) condition. Over 15,000 
acres are in moderate condition. 43 CFR 8342.1 directs BLM to locate ORV areas 

"minimize damage to soil, watershed, vegetation, air, or other resources.....w so as to 

The Blue Hills also have important scientific values which date back to 1875. 
(See the ACEC recommendations for a more complete discussion). This is the least 
restrict ive action which can be taken on the WSA portion to adequately protect the 
resource values. 

The 1974 MFP recommended closure of portions of the Blue Hills to ORV use and 
was approved. 

The proposal to develop an ORV high use area near Caineville (R-3.2) may attract 
additional users to the area. Some ORV use can be expected to "spill over" into 
portions of the Blue Hills, particularly near Caineville. Therefore the boundary 
between the high use area and the other portions of the Blue Hills must be 
clearly identified, monitored, and enforced. 

-SUPPORT NEEDS 

-0RV monitoring plan 
-Sigining as needed 
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RECOMMENDATION -ANALYSIS- DECISION CONTINUED: 1 
L 

MULTIPLE USE ANALYSIS 

Impacts to range, watershed and wildlife resources will be the same as 
those described under the multiple use analyses for recreation recommend- 
ations, R-3.2 and R-3.3. In addition, this area is one of the most important 
research natural areas where natural erosion processes have been studied 
since 1875. Any accelerated erosion or damage to soil or earth surface 
areas would result in studies being less effective regarding the natural 
processes. The soil and its geomorphic character in the area make it 
highly sensitive to the type of surface disturbance associated with ORV 
use. Any restrictions to ORVs will be a positive benefit to the on-going 
scientific studies and the watershed in general. 

RECREATION - Impacts from this action are covered under the rationale for 
the recommendation. 

WILDERNESS - This action would have a positive impact because no new off- 
road vehicle'disturbances would occur in those portions of the Blue Hills 
proposed for ORV closure lying in the wilderness study area. 

RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN SHORT-TERM USE AND LONG-TERM PRODUCTIVITY 
‘h 

The short-term use which is to control ORV use would enhance the long-term 
productivity of natural resource values. 

IRREVERSIBLE AND IRRETRIEVABLE COMMITMENT OF RESOURCES 

Natural erosion would continue to displace soils. 

ALTERNATIVE 1 (No Action) 

Take no action to close the Blue Hills to ORV use. 

MULTIPLE USE ANALYSIS 

Impacts to range, watershed, wildlife and wilderness would be just the 
opposite of those described under the multiple, use analysis for the recommend- 
ation (R-3.5). 

RECREATION - This action would have a negative impact on recreation resources. 
The Blue Hills have both high scenic values and on-going scientific studies. 
These values would be negatively impacted from ORV use especially if this 
use were to become more intensive in the future. As indicated in the 
rationale for the specialist recommendation, ORV use causes unsightly 
scars that are long lasting and could impair and/or negate the worth of 
the watershed studies currently being conducted. 





I RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION CONTINUED: 

RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN SHORT-TERM USE AND LONG-TERM PRODUCTIVITY 

The short-term use of off-road vehicles cross-country would impact (lessen) 
the long-term productivity of natural resource values. 

IRREVERSIBLE AND IRRETRIEVABLE COMMITMENT OF RESOUR.CES 

Natural erosion combined with cross-country off-road vehicle activities 
would continue to displace soils. 
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WITED STATES 

OEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 

BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MAKAGE:;‘lE~~:T FR&PJEWO2:~ FLAN 
RECO~WKIATION-A,NALYSIS-DECISION 

Reference Uumber 

R-3.5 

MULTIPLE USE RECOMMENDATION R-3.5 

Accept the specialist recommendation as written. 

RATIONALE 

This recommendation will assist in protecting an area with unstable soils and 
high scenic and scientific values that has been subject to increasing ORV 
use. The ORV closure is necessary to protect on-going erosion studies in that 
portion of the Blue Hills south of state highway U-24. In addition, recreation 
recommendation R-3.1 will create an ORV concentration area that lies adjacent to 
the Blue Hills. Closing this area will help contain ORV use to the concentra- 
tion areas and identify to the public the restricted areas before unwanted user 
patterns take hold. A finding of no significant impact was determined as a result 
of the multiple use analysis. 

This recommendation has been identified as a support need for other resource 
recommendations and received support from the majority of general public comments. 

SUPPORT NEEDS 

Implement the support needs identified under the specialist recommendation, 

.- - 0 - - w - m . . - w - - - - e e - - - - - - - - m---B- - - - - - a ” - 

* 
DECISION R-3.5 

Accept the multiple use recommendation with the following modification: Do not 
designate that portion of the Blue Hills north of highway U-24 as closed to'ORV 
use. Conduct a study to determine if and to what extent ORV use occurs in the 
area and if a closure is warranted on all or any part of the area. 

RATIONALE 

There is a management concern that ORV use is presently occurring in and -around 
Neilson Wash between North Caineville Mesa and Factory Butte in that portion of 
the Blue Hills lying to the north of state highway U-24. The extent of damage 
this use is causing to the recreational scenic values or the watershed itself is 
questionable. A study of this area will be conducted in conjunction with an 
activity plan scheduled for completion in FY 1983 for an approved ORV high use 
area adjacent to the Blue Hills proposal area (see R-3.1). This study will 
-provide a better basis for determining the need and boundary should an ORV closure 
designation be warranted. A finding of no significant impact-was determined as 
a result of the multiple use analysis. 



RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION CONTINUED: 

SUPPORT NEEDS 

-Implement the support needs identified under the specialist recommendation 
-Conduct a study to determine the need and closure boundary in conjunction with 

the development of an activity plan scheduled for completion in FY 1983 for an 
ORV high use area adjacent to the Blue Hills area north of state highway U-24. 

COORDINATIOM, AND CONSULTATION 

Public response to the off-road vehicle designations was solicited throughout 
the development of the Henry Mountain MFP. The first public comment opportunity 
was during May, 1980, when over 400 public involvement guidebooks were distributed 
to solicit public issues and concerns. In August, 1981, BLM mailed over 400 
briefing guides and held public workshops in Hanksville and Salt Lake City 
for public comments on alternatives, including off-road vehicle designations. All 
public comment opportunities were announced in state-wide and local news media. 
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UNITED STAiES 

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 

BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

NametMFP) 

Henry Mountain P.A. 
Activity 

Recreation 
Reference Number 

R-3.6 

RECOMMENDATION R-3.6 

Close the east side of the Little Rockies to ORV use. Restrict general re- 
creation ORV use on the west side of the Little Rockies National Natural 
Landmark to existing roads and "ways". Close and rehabilitate roads and ways 
on the west and south sides of the Little Rockies NNL where access is no longer 
necessary for mining.and ranching operations. 

RATIONALE -- 

The Little Rockies were designated as a National Natural Landmark in 1975 in 
recognition of their national significance as a type locality for the geological 
processes for which the Henry Mountains are famous. As the principal land 
managing agency for this landmark, BLM has the responsibility to manage the 
area to preserve the values for which the landmark was established. (The BLM 
and NPS issued a cooperative agreement for NNL management in 1972). 

Unregulated ORV use in this area, especially on the steep slopes and loose 
soils on the upper slopes would diminish the recreational, scenic, and scientific 
values of the area. Approximately 10,000 acres included in this proposal were 
found to be in the critical erosion condition class. 

Portions of this area were at one time considered for Primitive Area status and 
are now being considered for wilderness status. 

The east side of the Little Rockies contains desert bighorn sheep habitat which 
requires special management attention, including ORV restrictions. This re- 
commendation complements a support need identified in ACEC/WL-1.5 and ACEC/R- 
1.3, These are the least restrictive actions which can be taken to adequately 
protect the resource values. 

The 1974 MFP also approved ORV restrictions in this area. 

SUPPORT NEEDS 

-URV monitoring plan 
-Post signs as needed 
-Road inventory to determine which routes are no longer needed by,the end of FY 

.l%2; construct berms', water bars, and other rehabilitation measures as needed 

MULTIPLE USE ANALYSIS .- 

Impacts to range and watershed would be the same as those described under the 
multiple use analysis for recreation recommendations, R 3.2 and R 3.3. 



h 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION' CONTINUED: 

g 

WILDlLIFE - The Little Rockies has been identified as desirable habitat for the 
Utah Division of Wildlife Resources' desert bighorn sheep reintroduction 
scheduled for 1982-83. Studies have shown that desert bighorn sheep are 
truly wilderness animals that cannot tolerate man or his related activities. 
The east side of the Little Rockies has a maze of steep walled canyons and 
slick rock cliffs that are ideal for desert bighorn sheep lambing and rutting 
grounds. Closing the Little Rockies to ORV use would be a beneficial action 
and would complement the reintroduction program. This recommendation also 
complements wildlife, recommendation ACEC/WL-1.5 and mineral recommendation 
(M-2.2) Alternative 1, which proposes. to keep the Little Rockies in a "No 
Lease" category for oil and gas exploration. This recommendation would help 
maintain the high quality habitat.necessary for the successful reestablishment 
of bighorn sheep into the Little Rockies. This is the least restrictive action 
which can be taken to adequately protect the resource values. 

RECFlEATION - Impacts from this action are covered under the rationale for 
the recommendation. 

WILDERNESS - 'This action would have a positive impact because no new off-road 
vehicle disturbances would occur in the wilderness study area. 

No other impacts were identified from this recommendation. 

RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN SHORT-TERM USE AND LONG-TERM PRODUCTIVITY 

The short-term use which is to control ORV use would enhance the long-term 
productivity of natural resource values. 

IRREVERSIBLE AND IRRETRIEVABLE COMMITMENT OF RESOURCES 

Natural erosion combined with ORV use of existing roads would continue to 
displace soil. 

ALTERNATIVE 1 (No Action) 

Take no action to close the Little' Rockies to ORV use. 

MULTIPLE USE ANALYSIS 

Impacts from this alternative would be the same as those described under the 
multiple use analysis for the "no action" alternative for recreation recommendation, 
R-3.,1. In addition, impacts would be the opposite of those described under the 
multiple use analysis for the recommendation (R-3.6). 

$EJ\TIONSHIP BETWEEN SHORT-TERM USE AND LONG-TERM PRODUCTIVITY 

The short-term use of off-road vehicles cross-country would impact (lessen) the 
long-term productivity of natural resource values. 
IRREVERSIBLE AND IRRETRIEVABLE COMMITMENT 0~ RESOURCES 

Natural erosion combined with cross-country off-road vehicle activities would 
continue to displace soils. &+ ? 
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UNITED STATES Nomo:MFP) 

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR Henry Mountain P.A. 

BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 
Activity 

Recreation - 
&4!%?3E~~3'~T FZWiEWORK PLAN Roforence Number 

RECG:.WP!DATION-ANALYSIS-DECISIOt4 R-3.6 

MULTIPLE USE RECOMMENDATIONS 

Accept the specialist recommendation as written. Extend the ORV closure to 
include the Trachyte Creek drainage within the WSA boundary. 

RATIONALE -- 

This recommendation is an important support need to two.other recommendations 
which suggest intensive management for the Little Rockies. This recommendation 
will also assist BLM in preserving the recreational, scientific and geologic 
values recognized through the National Natural Landmark designation. No new 
information was developed which showed why the previous MFP decision to close 
the (area should be changed. Benefits to watershed, range, and recreation were 
iden,tified. Also this recommendation is important if wildlife recommendation 
WL-1.2 is to be implemented. Extending the closure to the Trachyte Creek 
drainage will preserve important big horn sheep habitat. This is the least 
restrictive measure which can be taken to adequately protect the resource values. 
A filnding of'no significant impact was determined as a result of the multiple use 
analysis. The recommendation was supported by the public and the District 
Multiple Use Advisory Council. 

SUPPORT NEEDS 

Implcement the support needs identified under the specialist recommendation. 

DECISION R-3.6 -- 

Accept the multiple use recommendation and the identified support needs. 

RATIONALE -- 

The rationales for the specialist and multiple use recommendations adequately 
discuss and support the desirability and need for this action. A finding of no 
significant impact was determined as a result of the multiple use analysis. 

COORDINATION AND CONSULTATION 

Public response to the off-road vehicle designations was solicited throughout 
the development of the Henry Mountain MFP. The first public comment opportunity 
was during May, 1980, when over 400 public involvement guidebooks were distributed 
to solicit public issues and concerns. In August, 1981, BLM mailed over 400 
briefing guides and held public workshops in Hanksville and Salt Lake City 
for public comments.on alternatives, including off-road vehicle,designations. All 

-pub1 ic comment .opportunities were .anmounced in state-wide and local news media. 
‘. _-’ 
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UNITED STATES 

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 

BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Nom.(MFP) 

Henry Mountain P.A. 
Activity 

Recreation 

Reference Numbor 

R-3.7 

RECOMMENDATION R-3.7 

Close the canyons of the Dirty Devil River to recreational ORV use and begin 
rehabiliation measures for roads north of Happy Xanyon (see map location). 

RATIONALE -- 

43 Cl-R 8342.1 directs BLM to locate ORV areas so as to "...minimize damage to 
soil., watershed, vegetation, air, or other resources....". 

The canyons of the Dirty Devil River have long been identified as having high 
scenic, geologic, historic, cultural, and recreational values. The area is 
currently under study for wilderness designation and has been identified as 
having qualities deserving ACEC designation. This recommendation complements 
recommendation ACEC/R-1.2. 

Beaver Canyo? has been identified as having important biological values which 
coulld be lost or diminished if any ORV use occurred* This recommendation is an 
iden,tified support need for recommendations ACEC/WL 1.4 and ACEC/R 1.2. 

Over 75% of the land included in this recommendation is classified in the 
critical erosion condition class. 

Any recr.eational ORV use in this area conflicts with the values identified 
above, particularly the recreational opportunities related to solitude and 
primitive recreation. Although ORV use is currently low, it is preferable to 
guide ORV use away from this area by minimal management actions before user 
patterns become established. 

Several old "ways" were improved by Cotter Corporation after 1976 to provide 
access to drilling operations on state sections. These roads are clearly 
visible from Burr Point, a major scenic overlook. To date, no rehabilitation 
has been done by other than natural processes. These roads invite new ORV 
activity in an area that has high recreation values related to solitude and 
also1 has soil susceptible to erosion; therefore, they should be closed to all 
use. The roads should be rehabilitated because they are no longer needed for 
mineiral exploration. This recommendation will have a positive impact to recrea- 
tion because there will be a significant improvement in the quality of the 
management of the area. Currently, the area is open to unrestricted ORV use. 
ORV use on these roads could damage the natural revegetation that has occurred 
and increase rehabilitation costs. Closing the area to ORV use is the least 
rest:rictive measure which can be taken to adequately protect the area's resource 
-values. 
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RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION CONTINUED: 'a 

L 

SUPPORT NEEDS 

-0RV monitoring plan 
-Post signs in the following three locations by the end of FY 1982: 

a. Angels Point 
b. Rim where Cotter road decends into canyon 
c. Junction of Dirty Devil River and Happy Canyon 

MULT:IPLE USE ANALYSIS 

RANGE/WATERSHED - Impacts from thi-s alternative would be the same as those 
described under the multiple use analysis for recreation recommendations, 
R-3.2, R-3.3 and R-3.5. 

WILDLIFE - This action would have a positive impact on the riparian habitat 
located in Beaver Wash Canyon. Beaver Wash canyon has been identified as 
a cold desert riparian ecosystem that provides much needed riparian habitat 
in an otherwise desert environment. The canyon contains beaver dams which 
provide a year-round source of water and sanctuary for numerous species 
especially during drought years. The canyon is an ecological refuge that 
has preserved suitable environmental conditions for those plant and animal 
communities adapted to it. This cold desert riparian habitat could easily 
be seriously damaged if ORV use occurred, especially if use.were intensive. 
This recommendation complements wildlife ACEC recommendation ACEC/WL-1.4 
and mineral recommendation (M-2.2) Alternative 1, which proposes to keep 
the Beaver Wash Canyon in a "No Lease" category for oil and gas exploration. 

'RECREATION - Impacts from this action are covered under the rationale for the 
recommendation. 

WILDERNESS - This action would have a positive impact because no.new off- 
road vehicle disturbances would occur in the wilderness study area. 

No other impacts have been identified from this recommendation. 

RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN SHORT-TERM USE AND LONG-TERM PRODUCTIVITY 

The short-term use which is to control ORV use would enhance the long-term 
productivity of natural resource values. 

IRREVERSIBLE AND IRRETRIEVABLE COMMITMENT OF RESOURCES 

Natural erosion would continue to displace soils. 

ALTERNATIVE 1 

', ~. 
Close Beaver Wash Canyon to ORV use: Leave the remaining areas open to 
ORV use. 
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RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-tIECISION CONTIN-LIED: 

MULTIPLE USE ANALYSIS 

The benefits described under the multiple use analysis for the recommendation 
woul'd occur only in the Beaver Wash Canyon area. Adverse impacts would 
occur to other resources similar to those described in the No Action 
Alternative for R-3.1, 3.2, 3.3 and 3.5. 

RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN SHORT-TERM USE AND LONG-TERM PRODUCTIVITY 

The short-term use of off-road vehicles cross-country would impact (lessen) 
the long-term productivity of natural resource values outside Beaver Wash 
Canyon. The long-term productivity (natural resource values) in Beaver 
Wash Canyon would be enhanced. 

IRREVERSIBLE AND IRRETRIEVABLE COMMITMENT OF RESOURCES 

Natural erosion combined with cross-country off-road vehicle activities 
would continue to displace soils in the canyons of the Dirty Devil. 
Beaver Wash Canyon would continue to have soils displaced by natural 
erosion. 

ALTERNATIVE 2 (No Action) 

..& : Take no action to close the canyons of the Dirty Devil River to ORV use. 

MULTIPLE USE ANALYSIS 

Impacts from this alternative would be the same as those described under 
the multiple use analysis for the "No Action" alternative for recreation 
recommendations, R-3.1, R-3.2, R-3.3 and R-3.5. In addition, there would 
be.a serious negative impact to wildlife resources (riparian habitat, a 
relatively undisturbed cold desert ecosystem) if ORV use developed and 
increased in Beaver Wash Canyon. This canyon has been identified as 
having a riparian ecosystem which is sensitive to any adverse change. ORV 
use would create a conflict and would definitely impact the existing 
resources in the canyon. Access should be limited to foot trails to 
prevent soil erosion and denuding of the vegetation. Noise from these 
vehicles would also disrupt the solitude and tranquility that makes the 
area's habitat desirable for primitive, unconfined recreational activities 
and for a variety of wildlife species. 

RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN SHORT-TERM USE AND LONG-TERM PRODUCTIVITY 

The short-term use of off-road vehicles cross-country would impact .(lessen) 
the long-.tenn productivity of natural resource values. 

i, 
JRRJERSI BLE AND IRRETRIEVABLE COMMITMENT OF RESOURCES 

. 
-_ 

.-3:- 
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- i!Wu:ral erosion combined'with cross-country off-road vehicle activities 
would continue to displace soils. 
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Henry Mountain P.A. 
Activity 

Recreation 
Refarancc Number 

R-3.7 _ 

MULTIPLE USE RECOMMENDATION R-3.7 

Accept the specialist recommendation as written. 

RATIONALE -- 
. 

The recommendation's rationale correctly points out that ORV'activity in this 
area conflicts with other resource values, particularly soils, wildlife (Beaver 
Canylon), and primitive recreation. Benefits of this recommendation were 
i.den,tified for recreation, wildlife, soils, watershed, cultural resources, 
and ,visual resources. This is the least restrictive measure which can be 
taken to adequately protect the resource values. A finding of no significant 
impalct was determined as a result of the multiple use analysis. This 
recommendation was supported by the general public. 

SUPPiDRT NEEDS 

Impl,ement the support needs identified under the specialist recommendation. 

---o--o------_------------- --w--------- 

DECISION R-3.7 -- 

Accept the multiple use recommendation and the identified support needs. 

RAT1 ONALE -- 

The rationales for the specialist and multiple use recommendations adequately 
discuss and .support the.desirability and need for this action. A finding of 
no significant impact was determined as a result of the multiple use-analysis. 

COORDINATION AND CONSULTATION 

Public response to the off-road vehicle designations was solicited throughout 
the development of the Henry Mountain MFP. The first public comment opportunity 
was during May, 1980, when over 400 public involvement guidebooks were distributed 
to solicit public issues and concerns. In 4ugust; 1981, BLM mailed over 400 
briefing guides and held public workshops in Hanksville and Salt Lake City 
for public comments on alternatives, including off-road vehicle designations. All 
public comment opportunities were announced in state-wide and local news media. 

' .- 
._ 
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MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-OECISION 

NadMFP) 

Henry Mountain P.A. 
Activity 

Recreation 
Reforonco Number 

R-3.8 

RECOMMENDATION R-3.8 

Close Cave Flat and Swap Mesa to a17 ORV use from December 21 to March 20. 

RATIONALE -- 

This recommendation is an identified support need for recommendation ACEC/WL-1.2 
and iis necessary to prevent human activity from disturbing bison and deer 
during a time when they are under stress from winter temperatures or from 
calving or fawning; 43 CFR 8342.1 directs that BLM locate ORV use areas so as 
to "minimize harassment of wildlife or significant disruption of wildlife 
habitats." Also, over 90% of the-area was classified in the moderate or critical 
erosiion condition classes by the watershed inventory. (Boundaries were adjusted 
to roads or cliff lines for ease of identification). 43 CFR 8342.1 also directs 
that BLM locate ORV use areas so as "to minimize damage to soil, watershed, 
vegetation, air, or other resources of the public lands..." This is the least 
restrictive measure which can be taken to adequately protect the crucial winter 
range used by bison and deer. 

It should be noted that 43 CFR 8340.0-5 allows ORV use in closed areas under 
certain conditions, including "official use". and any other vehicle "approved 
by the authorized officer". Therefore, this designation will meet the BLMs 
obligation to protect wildlife, vegetation and soils without unnecessarily 
complicating management of the area. 

SUPPORT NEEDS 

-0RV monitoring plan 
-Post signs as needed 

MULTIPLE USE ANALYSIS 

WATERSHED/WILDLIFE - Impacts from this alternative would have a positive impact 
on tihese resource values. Bison and deer would not be disturbed during that 
part of the year when calving or fawning occurs. Stress as a result of any past 
ORV iuse during this critical time period would be eliminated. Watershed values 
woulld also benefit by reducing the amount of surface disturbance which could 
impalct the soils especially during the wet time of year. This impact would be 
negligible since ORV use would still be allowed at other times of the year. 

No other impacts were identified from this recommendation. 

RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN SHORT-TERM USE AND LONG-TERM PRODUCTIVITY 

Seasonal control of.ORV use in the short-term would have a long term benefit on 
the productivity of natural resources (bison, deer). 

L. 
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RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION CONTINlJEO: 

IRREVERSIBLE AND IRRETRIEVABLE COMMITMENT OF.RESOURCES 

Natural erosion combined with cross-country off-road vehicle activities would 
continue to displace soils. 

ALTEiRNATIVE 1 (No Action) 

Take no action to close Cave Flat or Swap Mesa to ORV, use from December 21 to 
March 20. 

MULTIPLE USE ANALYSIS 

Impacts to range and watershed would be the same as those described'under the 
multiple use analysis for the "No Action" alternative for recreation recommend- 
atiom R-3.1 

WILDILIFE - This alternative could have a serious negative impact on the ability 
of the bison herd to survive severe winter conditions. Cave Flat and Swap Mesa 
have been identified as crucial-critical winter habitat. Eliminating unnecessary 
human disturbance from December 21 to March 20 will reduce the stress which 
coulId be placed on the herd during a critical time in their life cycle. This 

.alternative would not benefit any other resource user and could cause a signi- 4 ,, 
fica,nt negative impact on the herd's ability to survive. This alternative is in 

> 

direct conflict with the support need identified under the ACEC wildlife recom- " 
mendation, ACEC/WL-1.2. 

.RELA'l-IONSHIP BETWEEN SHORT-TERM USE AND LONG-TERM PRODUCTIVITY 

The short-term use of off-road vehicles cross-country could impact (lessen) the 
long,-term productivity of bison and deer in the planning area. 

IRREVERSIBLE AND IRRETRIEVABLE COMMITMENT OF RESOURCES 

Natural erosion combined with cross-country off-road vehicle activities would 
continue to displace soils. 

‘,, . 
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Name(MFP) 

Henry Mountain P.A. 
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Recreation 
Rcforence Number 

R-3.8 

MULTIPLE USE RECOMMENDATION R-3.8 

Accept the specialist recommendation as written. 

RATIONALE -- 

It was determined through the coal unsuitability analysis that critical winter 
range for the bison herd must be protected from surface disturbing activities 
which could damage this habitat. These critical habitats are essential to the 
maintenance of the herd especially during severe winters when the animals are 
under considerable stress. Restricting ORV use will still allow access to Cave 
Flat and Swap Mesa for on-the-ground management and bison hunters, but will 
provide protection during the animal's life cycle when human disturbance should 
be kept to a minimum. This is the least restrictive measure which can be 
taken to adequately protect the resource value. A finding of no significant 
impact was determined as a result of the multiple use analysis. 

This recommendation has been identified as a support need in another resource 
recommendation (see ACEC/WL-1.2). 

SUPPORT NEEDS 

Implement the support needs identified under the specialist recommendation. 

DECISION R-3.8 -- 

Accep't the multiple use recommendation and the identified support needs. 

RATIONALE -- 

The rationales for the specialist and multiple use recommendations adequately 
discuss and support the desirability and need for this action. A finding of 
no significant impact was determined as a result of the multiple use analysis.. 

,-I 
-~--;.c-,-----~-~------------------------ 

COOR:DINATION AND CONSULTATION 

Public response 
the development 

to the off-road vehicle designations was solicited throughout 

-was during.May, 
to solicit pub1 
briefing guides 

of the Henry Mountain MFP. ihe first public comment opportunity 
1980, when over 400 public involvement guidebqoks were distributed 

ic issues and concerns. In August, 1981, BLM mailed over 400 
and held public workshops in Hanksville and Salt Lake City 

for public comments on alternatives, including off-road vehicle designations. 'All 
public comment opportunities were announced in state-wide and local news media. 



UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 

BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

NamehFP) 

Henry Mountain R. A. 
Activity 

Recreation 
Reference Numbor 

R-3.9 L 

RECOMMENDATION R-3.9 

Designate the remaining public lands in the Henry Mountain Planning Area as 
"open" to ORV use and close or restrict ORV use on an as needed basis to protect 
resource values where necessary. 

RATIONALE -- 

All areas requiring ORV restrictions were identified in the previous re- 
commendations. These restrictions will meet the Bureau's responsibilities 
to "minimize damage to soil, watershed, vegetation, air or other resources," 
as defined in 43 CFR 8342. No other areas in the Planning Area were identified 
as requiring additional ORV restrictions at this time. 43 CFR 8342.3 directs 
the authorized officer to monitor ORV use. It also provides for changes,"... 
designations may be amended, revived, revoked or other actions taken pursuant 
to the regulations...." 

SUPPORT NEEDS 

-Develop ORV monotiring plan by the end of FY 1983 
-Post signs as needed 

MULTIPLE USE ANALYSIS 

MINERALS - This recommendation would have a positive impact on the mineral 
resource development program for the planning area. 

'(oil and gas, locatables and saleables, 
Mineral development 

etc.) is dependent on having access 
to the deposited material. Keeping the majority of the planning area open 
to ORV use will provide the opportunity to establish claims and/or conduct 
test drilling for resource development. 

RANGE - This recommendation would have both positive and negative impacts to 
the rangeland program. Positive impacts include allowing livestock 
operators to use off-road vehicles on public land to conduct day to day 
range activities involving livestock and/or range maintenance. Negative 
impacts could result from livestock harassment, fence cutting and loss of 
vegetation and increased soil erosion. Threatened and endangered plant 
species could be negatively impacted but such species are usually dispersed 
and unless ORV use is concentrated the impacts should not be significant. 
The amount of past ORV use causing these negative impacts has been minimal 
and is not expected to increase to any significant degree. 

JiJATERSHED - This recommendation will have a negative impact on watershed 
resources. The degree of impact depends on the amount of ORV use, the' 
vegetation density and the rate of regrowth. In those areas where use would 
be concentrated or the amount of use increased and the vegetation density 
low or.soil erosion has been a concern, there could 'be a significant :adverse 

effect to watershed. Revegetation on the low, dry.areas is a slow process 
.and spring runoff can exasperate soil erosion on the higher elevation areas 



RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION CONTINiJED: 1 

where tire tracks remain. From a watershed standpoint, it would be more ben- 
eficial to limit ORV use, but such use in the past has not been identified as a 
major factor in reducing watershed quality in the areas to be left open. Through 
the implementation of an ORV monitoring plan, areas showing a marked decrease in 
watershed quality will be noted and appropriate steps could be taken to correct 
the Iuse. 

WILDILIFE - ORV use does not necessarily impact wildlife resources. If use 
is dispersed and is not conducted on crucial-critical habitat during those 
seasons wildlife needs this habitat, impacts would be insignificant. Serious 
impalcts would not occur unless ORV use in any particular area began to 
destroy the vegetation to the point that revegetation would be impossible 
and habitat loss resulted. This would be especially true on public lands 
identified as crucial-critical habitat. An ORV monitoring plan designed to 
recognize these possibilities and to carefully monitor such areas would help 
prevent any loss of valuable habitat and identify corrective actions needed. 

RECREATION - Impacts to the recreation program have been identified in the 
rationale for the recommendation. 

WILDERNESS - This action would have a negative impact on existing wilderness 
stud.y areas not covered by specific closures or restrictions. Vehicular use 
in these areas could cause surface disturbance, vegetative deterioration, 
and soil erosion, negatively impacting the area's wilderness suitability 
potential. Since many of these WSAs are characterized by rugged topographic 
features and because of the remoteness of the planning area to densely populated 

-areas, ORV use has been low in the past and is not expected to increase 
significantly in the near future. Therefore, these impacts are not considered 
significant. 

SOCIOECONOMIC - This recommendation would have a positive impact on the 
general public and those local businesses which benefit from ORV use. 
Recreationists desiring this type of recreation opportunity would continue 
to have access to public land in the planning area which has not been specifically 
restricted or closed to ORV use. 

No other impacts were identified from this recommendation. 

RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN SHORT-TERM USE AND LONG-TERM PRODUCTIVITY 

The short-term use of off-road vehicles cross-country would impact (lessen) 
the long-term productivity of natural resource values. 

IRREVERSIBLE AND IRRETRIEVABLE COMMITMENT OF RESOURCES 

Natural erosion combined with cross-country off-road vehicle activity would 
continue to displace soils. 

ALTERNATIVE 1 ( No Action) 
-.c--. . 

Take no action to designate open areas for ORV use in the Henry Mountain 
=L. > -.. 

Planning Area. 
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RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION CONTINilEO: 

MULTIPLE USE ANALYSIS 

Impacts from this alternative would be the same as those described for the 
multiple use analysis for recommendation, R-3.9. The no action alternative 
would not meet the mandate of Executive Order 11644 as described in the Objective 
(R-3). 

RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN SHORT-TERM USE AND LONG-TERM PRODUCTIVITY 

Same as those identified for the recommendation, 

IRREVERSIBLE AND IRRETRIEVABLE COMMITMENT OF RESOURCES 

Same as those identified for the recommendation. 
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.~lP.Nl"rGE?hfET FWWEVJORK PLAN 
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nry Mountain P.A. 
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Reference Number 

R-3.9 - 

MULTIPLE USE RECOMMENDATION R-3.9 

Accept the specialist recommendation as written. 

RATIO/ALE -- 

This recommendation helps BLM meet its obligation under Executive Order 11644 
by designating appropriate public lands open to ORV use. None of these lands 
have been identified as needing any special protection from ORV use and no 
serious adverse affects are expected from the open designation. Implementation 
of an ORV monitoring program will. help insure 'that adverse impacts will be noted 
and corrective steps taken. A finding of no significant impact was determined 
as a result of the multiple use analysis. 

SUPPORT NEEDS 

-Implement the support needs identified under the specialist recommendation. 

DECISION R-3.9 -- 

Accept the multiple use recommendation and the identified support needs. 

RATIONALE 

The rationales for the specialist and multiple use recommendations adequately 
discuss and support the desirability and need for this action. A finding of no 
significant impact was determined as a result of the multiple use analysis.- 

COORDINATION AND CONSULTATION 

Public response to the off-road vehicle designations was solicited throughout . 
the development of the Henry Mountain MFP. The first public comment opportunity 
was during May, 1980, when over 400 public involvement guidebooks were 
distributed to solicit public issues and concerns. In August, 1981, BLM 
mailed over 400 briefing guides and held public workshops in Hanksville and' 
Salt Lake City for public comments on alternatives, including off-road 
vehicle designations. All public comment opportunities were announced in 
state-wide and local news media. 
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NtANAGE,WN? FRAMEWORK PLAN 

ACTIVITY OBJECTIVE 
Objective Number 

R-4 

. ISSUE 4 -- 

. The Henry iilountain planning area has been identified as baving some outstanding 
visu31 resources. What visual resource ..* .:,anagenent classes should be designated 
in the area and how should this area be managed? 

t - 

OBJECTIVE 4 

Designate Visual Resource %nagenent classes for all lands in the Resource 
Area. . 

RATIOiiALE -- 

The Bureau of Land Management has developed the VRM system to determine the 
various scenic qualities of public lands (BLM Manual 4800). This procedure 
takes into consideration the feelings and concerns of those who simply view 
the land, as well as those who use it for development of powerlines, mining 
operations, roads, timber harvest, and various agricultural and recreational 
purposes. It will be utilized by those who administer and manage BLM lands 
as a guide in making land use decisions which will have a lasting effect on 
the scenic quality of the study areas. 

ELM must determine the scenic qualities of the land so that future planning 
can allow a harmonious balance between the preservation of the visual and 
environmental land values and the needs of resource development. Impacts 
on visual resources are one of many factors considered in the environmental 
analysis of proposed projects. 
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UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 

BUREAU OF LAN0 MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAti 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

NamohFP) 

Henry Mountain P.A. 

Activiiy 

Recreation 

Reference Number 

R-4.1 

RECOMMENDATION R-4.1 

Adopt the VRM categories as determined by the VRM system with the following 
exceptions: 

a) 

b) 

change the portion of Unit 18 (Starr Creek Benches) west of highway 276 
to Class III instead of Class II 

change portions of Units 58 (San Raphael Desert), 59 (Antelope Valley) 
60 (The Spurs) and 70 (Hatch Canyon) that are in the foreground distance 
zone to Class III instead-of Class IV. 

4 change units 32, (So. Caineville Mesa) 48 (No. Caineville Mesa) and 71 
(The Block) to Class II instead of Class IV. 

RATIONALE .-- 

The initial VRM categorization for the planning area was conducted by Roy Mann 
and Associates. Numerous errors were discovered in the original report and 
there were no VRM classifications made for the Under-the-Ledges planning unit. 
The following class changes will be more appropriate to the visual resources 
existing in the planning area: 

a) M(anagement Class II areas are found in Class B scenery areas with high 
sensitivity and a foreground distance zone. Unit 18 would have been class C 
scenery were it not for the colorful rocks adjacent to the Little Rockies, 

.east of the highway. The less restrictive Management Class III is more appropriate 
to the lands west of the road and better conforms to the management classes 
determined both north and south of this location. 

b) The roads in units 58, 59, 60 and 70 are of high.recreational value because 
they serve as the primary access routes to Canyonlands National Park. All of 
these travel routes are accessible by two-wheel drive vehicles, except Unit 70. 
'The VRM system placed these areas in Management Class IV because visitor 
sensitivity cannot be further refined without a high level survey. It is 
desirable to take extra care in designing projects in areas where recreational 
values are high. Unit 70 offers a high quality four-wheel drive recreational 
experience for people using the Sunset Pass entrance to Canyonlands National 
Park and Glen Canyon NRA. Although the rugged topography of the unit re- 
stricts views in many places through South Hatch Canyon, there are numerous 
scenic overlooks, particularly on the road south of Big Ridge. The goals of 
Mana!!ement Class III in the foreground distance zone would preserve this 
qualrty experience. 

', . 
.._ 

c) Units 32, 48 and 71 pose special problems c&analysis which the VRM system 
was unable to resoive. These units can only be rated as Class'B scenery 
-unless they are combined ,with a surrounding, larger unit. However, since each 
-mesa is over 5,000 acres each was rated independently. The flat.mesa tops 

. . 
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. .._ .-. 

-- . . . .- 



+F-+ 
JLIqIy5 

- 1 
!: ,! . . 

EE!% 
I! ./. 

,, !I 

I- 

% 

:. .;. 

.I. .:. 

T 27 

3 htla:l LU,‘“” ‘r,,, 
h,,lu, mt ha, 

q NilI Llll 11u1 
0 1!l,, hi 
ItI *nw, L,,, 

HPHBT MOBllPAII 

PLAlIllIBt ARPA 

RECREATION 
LMllD 

VISUAL RESOURCE MGMT. 

cl C 

li!fzzl 
C 

ass 

ass 

.:+:.:.: -.*.*.*.*. 
R 
:.:.:.:.:. Class Iv -.-.*.-.*.- . . . . . . 

70 



RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-iEClSlON CONTINUED: 
- . 

were determined to have medium sensitivity and are seldom seen due to poor 
access. However, in recognition of their potential to provide.high quality 
recreational experiences for those who choose to visit them, Management Class 
II guidelines are more appropriate in the event that a project may be proposed 
on these mesa tops. 

MULTIPLE USE ANALYSIS 

No impacts of any consequence were identified from this recommendation except 
the positive impacts to sightseeing values. 

- 
Recreation plays an important part in the local economy; there are several 
major recreational travel routes which pass through the planning area connect- 
ing various National Parks, Forests, and Recreational Areas. Up to 190,000 
people a year travel portions of these routes. 

ALTERNATIVE l'(No Action) 

Take no action to adopt the VRM categories proposed in the recommendation. 

MULTIPLE USE ANALYSIS 

No impacts were identified from this alternative except to recreation. 

RECREATION - It is BLM policy to consider visual resource values when evaluating 
impacts of proposed projects. Under this alternative, the HMRA would continue 
to use the existing VRM inventory done by Roy Mann Associates in 1976. This 
report contains numerous errors and in many cases overestimates VRM values. 
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UNITED STATES 

DEPARTMENT OF THE 1NTERlOR 

BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

- hP,AWdXMENT FWAPAEWOR# PLAN 
RECO~~"lhl;NOATION-ANALYSIS-OECiSIOti 

NarnohMFP) 

Henry Mountain P.A. 
Activity 

Recreation 
Refarrncc Number 

R-II;! 

MULTIPLE USE RECOMMENDATION R-4.1 
. 

Accept the specialist recommendation as written. 

RATIONALE -- 

The information developed by the VRM system is needed to evaluate impacts on 
vi suial resources in environmental assessments. The existing Mann Study contains 
numerous errors and did not cover the Under-the-Ledges Planning Unit. Since the 
Mann Study was completed, the VFJl system has been refined. -The new VRM overlay 
incorporates the new changes. - 

SUPPORT NEEDS 

None identified 

------------------------- ------o---- - - 

DECISION R-4.1 -- 

Accept the multiple use recommendation. 

RATIONALE -- 

The rationales for the specialist and multiple use recommendations adequately 
discuss and support the desirability and need for this action. 

._ -. 



UNITED STATES 

DEFARTh:ENT OF THE INTERIOR 

BUREAU OF LAW MdNAGEh?iNT 

MANAfzWEf~T FWAtJ?EWOR# PLAN 
ACTIVITY OBJECTIVE 

ISSUE 5 

An interagency corridor study involving stat e and federal agencies concluded that 
recognition o-f the vislral- resource values along State highways U-95, U-276 and'the 
Notom Road "is critical to the preservation of the integrity of the area and 
the inherent scenic beauty and recreational potentiai." What management 
actions are needed to protect the visual resources.along these highways? 

OBJECTIVE -- 

Develop a management policy for the visual corridor of the recreational highways 
in the planning area. 

RATIONALE -- 

The HMPA is located between two National Parks and one National Recreation 
Area. A state park, two other National Parks, and one national Forest are 
nearby. Therefore, the paved highways in the planning area are int.ensively 
used by recreation-oriented visitors. Since over 70% of the land in the. 
planning area is in public ownership, most of the land is still in a natural 
condition. The recreation-oriented public is sensitive to activities along 
the travel routes. Up to 193;OOO people a year travel on these routes. 

Part of Highway U-95 has been designated Utah's "Bicentennial Highway". An 
interagency team studied managemept opportunities in 1974 for highway U-95, as 
well as Highways U-261, U-263, U-276 and Flotom Road, and concluded that 
"recognition of the visual resource values in the management, use, and/or 
development of the lands and resources along the road network corridors and 
within-the area is critical to the 
and its inherent scenic beauty and 
and specific management policy woul 

preservation of the integrity of the area 
recreational potential." A formally adopted 
d aid in accomplishing this. objective. 



UNITED STATES 

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 

BUREAU OF LAN0 MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEMORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

NomdMFP) 

Henry Mountain P.A. 
Activity 

Recreation 

Reference Number 

R-5.1 

RECOMMENDATION R-5.1 

Adopt the following guidelines to help manage the areas adjacent to the Ncitom 
Road, U-95, U-276, and U-24, and for all public lands. 

a. The VW system will be used as the basis for evaluating the visual impacts of 
all proposed activities. 

b. No commercial signing (i.e., advertizing) will be allowed on public lands. 

c. Mineral exploration of a temporary nature can be allowed within the guidelines 
of VRM management system along the above identified highway corridors. 

d. New powerline corridors should be located away from highways and their 
visual impact minimized in accordance with the guidance of the VRM system. 

e. The BLM should coordinate VRM management with the State Land Board to 
avoid ficture developments which conflict with the VRM objectives. 

RATIONALE -- 

The VRM system provides a quick, easy, and flexible method to determine visual 
impacts of proposed projects. Each project is rated on a case by case basis and 
modifications are proposed to reduce visual impacts where necessary. 

Commercial signing would be allowed under all VRM classifications so this additional 
restriction is necessary to preserve the visual character of the area. Commercial 
signing would detract from the recreation values of these highways and be contrary 
to the state of Utah's intent to maintain the visual integrity of the area as shown 
in t;he U-95 corridor study. 

There has been some confusion to date as to what types of activities can be allowed 
in highway corridors. This recommendation should cover most, if not all, situations 
which could arise. This recommendation would integrate the goals of the U-95 
Corridor Study with the-MFP and be a substantial improvement in the management for 
this area. 

'SUPPORT NEEDS 

.-Develop special stipulations for Oil and Gas Category 2 lands along these Wave1 
routes 

,--Restrict ORV use where and when necessary 



RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION CONTINUED: 

MULTIPLE USE ANALYSIS 

LANDS1 - There could be a negative impact to lands recommendation, L-l.1 if the 
powerline corridor deviates significantly beyond what Garkane Power has 
recommended. This impact would result from any additional costs that would be 
incurred if stipulations require special construction techniques (i.e., buried 
cables, long detours to avoid scenic conflicts,'etc.). 

RECREATION - As shown in the recommendation's rationale, this recommendation 
clarifies management goals for these areas and integrates the conclusions of 
previous interagency studies into-the MFP to assist managers in decision 
making. 

No consequential impacts to range, watershed or.wildlife were identified from 
this recommendation. Any activity which disturbs the surface would have a 
short term negative impact to watershed, but with proper management these 
impacts would be mitigated through reclamation of disturbed areas. 

ALTERNATIVE 1 (No Action) 

Take no action to adopt the guidelines to help manage the areas adjacent to 
the identified highways. 

,! -. 
MULTIPLE USE ANALYSIS 

No mieasurable impacts were identified from this alternative. Even if the 
reco\mmendation were not adopted, steps would be taken on a case-by-case basis 
to insure resource protection (i.e., oil and gas category restrictions, VRM 
values, etc.). The major disadvantage from not adopting the plan would be the 
lack of a coherent corridor management plan which identifies those resource 
activities which would be closely controlled to prevent conflicts with the 
recreational values realized by the general public using the roads. Resource 
users desiring, to use the corridors could plan, accordingly if 3LM management 
objectives were identified in advance. 
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UNITE0 STATES 

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTiRIOR 

BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

- MANAGE:+3’lT F2AMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Nome(MFP) 
. ry %u.nt,a~n P,A- 

Activity 

Recreation 
Reference Number 

p-5-1 

MULTIPLE USE RECOMMENDATION R-5.1 . 

Accept the specialist recommendation with item (d) to read as follows: 

(d) Place those road sections (Notom road, U-24, U-276, U-95) lying 
within VF@l class II in a category 2 for oil and gas leasing and apply 
special standard stipulation #5 to read as follows: 

No drilling or storage facilities.will be allowed within 1,320 feet (l/4 
mile) from the roadway centqrline unless drilling equipment is not visible 
from the road. 

RAT1 ONALE -- 

Adoption of these guidelines will provide the present and future area managers 
with a clear.management objective for land uses adjacent to any of these 
roads. Since scenic recreation values are sensitive to surface disturbing 
activities along the travel routes, precautions are necessary to assure these 
values are not permanently impaired. This recommendation is in line with the 
U-95 corridor study which identified a need to recognize the visual values in 
the management, use and/or development of public lands located adjacent to 
travel routes located in the planning area. 

SUPPORT NEEDS 

-Designate corridor sections.lying within VRM class II as Category 2 with special 
standard stipulation f5 for oil and gas leasing (see minerals recommendations, 
M-2:.1 and M-2.2) 

-Restrict ORV use where and when necessary 
. 

-----------o-----o-------------- 

DECISION R-5.1 -- 

Accept the multiple use recommendation and the identified support needs. 

RATIONALE -- 

The rationales for the specialist and multiple use recommendations adequately 
discuss and support the desirability and need for this action. 

II , 



WITED STATES 

DEFARTKNT OF THE INTERIOR 

EUREAUOF LAND MANAGEMENT 

N%Y&Y~Pt!cuntain P.A. 

A%YflEural Resources 

MANAGE~<W47 FRAF,!Eb"dORK PLAN Obfectivs Number 

ACTIVITY OBJECTIVE R-6 

ISSUE 6 -s e. 
Several culturally sensitive areas ar, 0 know to exist in the planning area. Do 
any of these sites qualify for nomination to the National Register and should 
application be mad- 0 to have them included? 

I - 
i;SJiCTIVi 5 

Identify and nominat, 0 -cultural resources which qualify for the hational 'Register 
of Historic Places. 

RATIONALE 
, 

-- 

The 1980 amendments to the Mational Hi"storic Preservation Act states that each 
Federal agency shall establish a program to locate, inventory, and norniw;; to 
the Secretary all properties under the agency's ownership or control. 
Federal agency must assure that any such property that might qualify for 
inclusion is not inadvertently transferred, sold, demolished, substantially 
altered, or allowed to deteriorate significantly, 



UNITED STATES 

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 

BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 
BECOMMENtlATION-ANALYSIS-OECISION 

NamehFP) 

Henry Mountain P.A. 
Activity 

Cultural Resources 
Roforonco Number 

R-6.1 

RECOMMENDATION R-6.1 

Test the Susans Rock Shelter (42 Ga775) for significance and nominate to the 
National Register if warranted by the end of FY 1983. 

RATIONALE -- 

This site can contribute valuable infonnation on the prehistory of the area 
for three reasons: 

(1) The site is .a large rockshelter with rock outlines of pithouses present on 
the surface. Pithouse construction is associated with either the Fremont 
culture or the Kayenta Anasazi. The site has tentatively been identified as 
Kayenta Anasazi which is unusual. The Kayenta Anasazi heartland is actually 
far to the south of this area. If the site is Kayenta Anasazi it would be one 
of the most northern sites of this culture. The only other documented northern 
site of the Kayenta Anasazi is Coombs Village near Boulder, Utah. Otherwise 
the sites of this culture cluster down south of the Colorado River. 

Actually, this site can address important questions in the Kayenta Anasazi- 
Fremont interaction. It is known that the Anasazi culture which lies to the 
south and east of this area has heavily influenced the Fremont, but the degree 
of influence is unknown. The Bull Creek area, which was intensivly excavated in 
1976 and 1977 by the University of Utah, was defined as part of the Fremont 
culture but actually had 30 to 40% Kayenta Anasazi ceramics associated with 
the site. This find indicates a history of trade between the Fremont and the 
Anasazi. The rockshelter, may actually be Fremont with some Kayenta Anasazi 
traits. 

(2) In addition to the Fremont and Kayenta Anasazi, it is probable that an 
Archaic culture is represented as well by deposits underlying the pithouse 
structures. The excavated Cowboy Cave yielded evidence of occupation dating 
back 8,000 years. The Susan's rockshelter, while perhaps not used as long as 
Cowboy Cave, could have deposits underneath the pithouse structures. These 
deposits could indicate how long this particular area has been used by the 
Archaic people, as well as the later Fremont/Anasazi cultures. 

(3) Finally, the rockshelter can yield valuable information on the subsistence- 
settlement patterns 'of the area. Open sites tend not to be datable and hard 
to relate to other sites in the vicinity. Rockshelters are unique because the 
confined spaces force the cultural layers to stack up on each other, thus 
giving good chronological control. This in turn can indicate when corn agri- 
culture started in the area, and when certain types of projectile points were 
introduced. 

This information can be correlated with open sites that have -the same type of 
points and the dates these open sites were occupied can be approximated. A 

.- -whole pattern of settlement can be demonstrated by this knowledge. 



RECOMMENOATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION' CONTINUED: 
9 
Y 

Since rockshelters are dry sites, a wealth of preserved vegetal matter is also 
often seen. These sites can have preserved baskets, sandals, and twine ropes 
as well as seeds and animal bones, all of which can give clues about the types 
of plants and animals that these cultures utilized. 

This site is very important because it can supply information on prehistoric 
cultures that cannot be obtained elsewhere. 

SUPPORT NEEDS 

-Submit test.funding request in the AWP for 1983 and consecutive years until 
approved 

-Submit appropriate application material for addition to the National, Register 
-Limit surface disturbing activities to outside a l/2 mile,radius buffer zone 

(700 acres) around the site until the site is excavated 
-Place the buffer zone in oil and gas leasing Category 2 with a no 

surface occupancy stipulation until an excavation of the site is completed 

MULTIPLE USE ANALYSIS 

No impacts to other resources were identified from this recommendation. Under 
minerals recommendation M-1.1, approximately 100 acres including the.site and 
an alppropriate buffer zone (listed above as a support need) were identified as 
unsuitable for coal strip mining. This action would have positive impacts 
becaLuse the site's values would be protected until excavation. 

ALTERNATIVE 1 (No Action) 

Take no action to nominate or protect the Susan Rockshelter Archaeological 
Site. 

MULTIPLE USE ANALYSIS 

RECREATION - The no action alternative would be in direct violation to the 
National Historic Preservation Act which states that each Federal agency shall 
establish a program to locate, inventory, and nominate to the Secretary all 
properties under the agency's ownership or control. There is always the 
potential for cultural sites to be negatively impacted, and adequate protection 
should be applied on those areas where such sites are known to exist. 

No impacts were identified to the other resource programs from this alternative. 
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UNITED STATES 

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 

BUREAU OF LAN0 MANAGEMENT 

MANAGSM’rNT FRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMEN3ATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

\ 
Rofermce Number 

R-6.1 

MULTIPLE USE RECOMMENDATION R-6.1 . 

Accept the specialist recommendation as written. 

RATIlDNALE -- 

The .Susan's Rock Shelter site is of significant archaeological value and 
warr(ants the protection associated with National Register status. The 
location is sufficiently well known and testing for significance is desirable 
before any vandalism occurs. No adverse effects were identified from this 
recommendation. The recommendation was supported by the general public and the 
District Multiple Use Advisory Council. 

SUPPDRT NEEDS 

Implement the support needs identified under the specialist'recommendation. 

DECI:SION R-6.1 -- 

Accept the mltiple use recommendation and the identified support needs. 

RAT1 ONALE -- 

The rationales for the specialist and multiple use recommendations adequately 
discuss and support the desirability and need for this action. 

. 
. 
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UNITED STATES 

tDiFARTMENT OF THE I:GTEfijOR 

BUREAU OF LAW MANAGEMENT 

MANAGE;i’lENT FRAMEWORU PLAN 

ACTIVITY OBJECTIVE 

Nsme !M F P) 
iienry Zountain P.A. * 

Activity 
Recreation 

Objective Nombrr 

R-7 

ISSUE 7 -- 

The public has expressed a desire to do rock hunting in the planning area. 
k’hich ptlblic lands should b *e reserved and protected for this purpose? 

OBJECTIVE 7 
I - . -I__ 

Provide opportuni.ties for rock hounding and collection of the semi-precipus gem 
stone material that Occurs vlithin the planning area. 

RATI0FLX.E -- 

Nany members of the general public, including some who live within the planning 
area are interested 4t-1 rock hounding. Several areas in the planning area are 
well known for high quality collectible materials and the locations are published 
in national rock collecting magazines and guidebooks. Recognition of these 
area:5 and managment to preserve collecting opportunities are consistent with 
Bureau policy of providing for a wide variety of recreational opportuniti.es on the 
public lands. 



UNITED STATES Name(MFP) 

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR Henry Mountain P.A. 

BUREAU OF LAN0 MANAGEMENT I Activity 

Recreation 
MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

I 
Reference Number 

R-7.1 

RECOMMENDATION R-7.1 

Recognize the following lands as collecting areas for the semi-precious gem 
stone material: 

T. 30 S., R. 8 E. Sec. 18 - Agate 
T. 27 S., R. 9 E. Sec. 19 and 30 - Agate 
T. 36 S., R. 10 E. All - Agate 
T, 35 S., R. 10 & 11 E. All - Petrified Bone and Wood 
T. 35 S., R. 9 E., Sec. 27-29, 33-35 - Petrified Bone and Wood 
T. 36 S., R. 9 E., Sec. 2-4,'10-12 - Petrified Bone and Wood 

RATIONALE -- 

The (above listed material is known to exist on the described lands. Access is 
available to the areas and the general public currently utilizes the areas for 
collecting. .No attempt should be made to withdraw the areas or limit access to 
them. 

SUP.PORT NEEDS 

-Signing 
-Identify selected areas on new HMPA recreation map 

EIPLE USE ANALYSIS 

There are no conflicts with other resource recommendations from this action. 
There are no measurable impacts except the benefits to the recreation program 
and the general public from providing the collection area. 

ALTERNATIVE 1 (No Action) . 

Take no action to recognize or provide a gem stone collection area for public 
use,, 

MULTIPLE USE ANALYSIS 

This alternative would not cause any impacts to other resource programs. Even 
though the site would not be recognized by management, the general public could 
still collect gem stones in the area. The major disadvantage would be that the 
general public would not be directed to the area nor would the area be signed. 
This alternative is not consistent with BLM policy to provide recreational 
opportunities for the benefit of the general public. 

! 
;a.-- 
\ 
L-,. - 

-83 



BEHRT YOlfllTAII 

PLAHIIIIB ARE 4 

1-i / i 

, 8, 

188, 

1 ’ i 1 / I.1 I.~ 1 I I-./ / 1 i i ! ! ! I ! t 7! f  ? f-l 

7 ,& d ! +: ‘: 
;a 

g-j- / , , , , , / , , 1, / , , 
+& 1 j 1 / 1 I I 1 j / 1 / / j / / 1 

I I I-I I I 

! ! I I i I I I I I I I, I I 

____ , ! ! ! I I I I i 

*m,11, 11111: 

IlWl lllllrll II *I 
wu III 114(11 0‘. 01 
l,,ll ,888 

0 lltlml UtmwII ‘ill, 
htilul hli Lul 

cl mur L”‘ I,,., 
El ,111, LUI 
q hblll L,,, 

(>>I. , 
pc;$ - .._ 

Rock Collecting Areas 

85 



UNITED STATES 

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 

BUBEAU OF LAN0 MANAGEMENT 

NomdMFP) 

Henry Mountain P.A. 
Activity 

Recreation 
f&WAGEMENT FWJtiEWORK PLP,t’i 

RECOhlhlENOATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Reference Number 

R-7.1 

MULTIPLE USE RECOMMENDATION R-7.1 

. 
. 

. 

Accept the specialist recommendation as written. 

RATIONALE -- 

These portions of the resource-area are well known to collectors as containing 
significant deposits of petrified wood and agate. This recommendation will 
assist in preserving these areas for public use. No adverse effects were 
identified from this recommendation. It received support from the general 
public and District Multiple Use Advisory Council. 

SUPPORT NEEDS 

Implement the support needs ident ified under the specialist recommendation. 

- m . . - a - - - - - - - - a a - - ..------‘---a.----- --w-w- 

DECISION R-7.1 -w 

Accept the multiple use recommendation and identified support needs. 

RATIONALE -- 

The rationales for the specialist and.multiple use recommendations adequately 
discuss and support the desirability and need for this action. 

. 
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UNITED STATES 

DEPARTMENT OFTHE INTERIOR 

BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Name(MFP) 

Henry Mountain P.A. 
Activity 

Recreation 
Reference Number 

RECOMMENDATION R-7.2 

Preserve the paleontological' valu& di Jet Basin '[SE& ‘df Sec.'22, "r. 30X.', R. 
10 E., Wayne County). 

RATIONALE e -- 

Jet is a highly unusual fossil mineral that occurs in the form of coalified 
braniches encased in Upper Cretaceous clay and clay stone. Jet logs up to six 
inches in diameter are present. The cell structure resembles a taxodiaceous 
conifer wood, and was mined as a gemstone at this location during 1919 to 1925 
(Doe!lling, Mineral Deposits of the Henry Mountains, 1975). The U.S. Geological 
Survey (Mineral and Water Resources of Utah, Bulletin 73, 1964) states that this 
deposit is the most important source of jet in North America. There are numerous 
references to jet in literature; however , 
satisfactorily explained. 

its petrologic nature has never been 
The problem of the origin of Henry Mountains Jet is 

important for studies of the origin and diagenesis of coal (Traverse and Kolvoord, 
Science, Vol. 159, No. 3812, 1968). The mining in Jet Basin has been quite 
limited and generally the deposits and basin are in an undisturbed condition. 
Mineral withdrawal is not desirable because the publicity could lead to further 
destruction of the resource. 

SUPPORT NEEDS 

-No new road construction which would improve access 
-No commercial sales allowed (non-commercial rockhounding will remain unaffected) 
-No publicity of the area , no special designation, and no mineral withdrawal 
-Cat:egory 2 oil and gas leasing with no surface occupancy stipulation 

MULTIPLE USE ANALYSIS 

The major.beneficial impacts from this recommendation would result from the 
support needs identified. 
in a Category 2, with a 

Having no new road construction and placing the area 
"NO Surface Occupancy" stipulation would benefit water- 

shed resources by restricting surface disturbing activi.ties. The area is small 
(40 acres) and would not have any measurable impact on mineral activities. Oil 
and gas potential in the area is considered low based on geologic' formations. 

ALTERNATIVE 1 (No Action) 

Take no action to preserve the paleontological values at Jet Basin. 



RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION, CONTINUED: 1 

MULTIPLE USE ANALYSIS 

No impacts have been identified from this alternative except the negative 
impacts which could result if the area loses its value in terms of scientific 
study. If full scale development of the Jet minerals occurred, those impacts 
that are usually associated with surface disturbance could be expected for 
range, watershed and wildlife resources. 
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UNITED STATES 

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 

BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENbATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

NomehFP) 

Henry Mountain P.A. 
Activity 

Recreation 
Reference Number 

R-8.1 

RECOMMENDATION R-8.1 

Finalize the mineral withdrawal on existing developed recreation sites (Hog 
Springs, Starr Springs, McMillan Springs, and Lonesome Beaver). Do not withdraw 
remaining recreation sites from mineral entry. Begin process in FY 1983. 

RATIONALE -- 

The original application for withdrawal was made in 1972. At that time; this 
was determined to be the best way to.protect these 20 sites. from conflicting 
land uses between recreation and -minerals. The passage of FLPMA in 1976 and the 
surface management guidelines (43 CFR 3809) in 1980 have now established adequate 
procedures and regulations for protecting the recreation values at the 16 
undeveloped recreation areas. Mining claimants proposing to undertake surface 
disturbing activities on less than five acres are required to inform BLM through 
a notice and to rehabilitate the area upon completion of their actions. Disturb- 
ances over five acres are regulated under an approved plan of operations. Where 
recreation use is low and no developed facilities exist, there is no current 
need to pursue the withdrawal. 

However, finalizing the mineral withdrawal is still the best method for protect- 
ing the developed recreation sites. This is desirable because:' 

1. These sites are used throughout the year by the general public seeking a 
specific recreational experience. Any mining related surface disturbances in 
the four developed recreation sites are contrary to user expectations and could, 
detract from their experience (e. g., increased noise). Also, excavations could 
increase dust or pose a safety hazard. 

2. The BLM has invested considerable money, material, and time,in developing 
these sites for public use and enjoyment. Any mining related surface disturbing 
activities could damage these facilities. Note that under both FLPMA and 3809 
regulations, the authority is to limit "undue and unnecessary" degradation of 
the environment. Surface disturbing activities in the development of mineral 
claims are a normal occurrance and, although not "undue and unnecessary", are 
still inappropriate at these sites. The Bureau can best minimize conflicts in 
these recreation areas by finalizing the withdrawal. 

SUPPORT NEEDS 

-Realty specialist to process withdrawals 
--Area office staff (agressively monitor mineral activity near recreation sites) 

-MULTIPLE USE ANALYSIS .- 

MINliRALS - This action would have a positive impact because public lands 
-currently withdrawn from mineral entry would be available for mineral exploration. 



RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION CONTINiJED: 
1, 

This impact would be insignificant since the areas are small and have not been 
identified as having much potential for valuable minerals. 

RANGE/WATERSHED/WILDLIFE - There would be a negative impact to these resources 
in terms of any new surface disturbances which would result from increased mining 
activity. If the areas are properly rehabilitated, these impacts would be negated 
in the long term. 3809 regulations will help provide a safeguard to prevent 
serious degradation of public lands, as long as the lands do not go to patent. 

ALTERNATIVE 1 1 

Finalize the mineral withdrawal applications on all 20 recreation sites in the 
Henry Mountain Planning Area. 

.? 
MULTIPLE USE ANALYSIS 

There would be no measurable impacts to other resource programs from this 
recommendation. These sites are small (average between 20-40 acres) and have 
not been identified as having any valuable mineral resources. These sites have 
been managed as withdrawals since the applications were made in 1972. No con- 
flicts were'identified with this management and it can be assumed that none 
would be forth coming if all 20 sites had their withdrawals finalized. Recreat- + 
ion opportunities to meet the demand for future recreation sites would be better J 
enhanced and maintained if all the sites were withdrawn. 

ALTERNATIVE 2 (No Action,) 

Take no action to complete the withdrawals on any of the recreation site with- 
drawlal applications. 

MULTIPE USE ANALYSIS 

Taking no action on the withdrawal applications would have the same effect as a 
finalized withdrawal in terms of managing the sites. Impacts would be the same 
as those described under the multiple use analysis for Alternative 1 (R-8.1). 
Thesle impacts would not change until action was taken to complete the withdrawal 
applications. 



UNITED STATES 

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 

BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

NamoCMFP) 

Henry' Mountain P.A. 
Activity 

Recreation 

MANAGEMENT F~AME’NORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Reference Number 

R-8.1 

MULTIPLE USE RECOMMENDATION R-8.1 
. 

Accept the specialist recommendation as written. 

RAT1 ONALE -- 

This recommendation will protect developed recreation sites from conflicts with 
mine!ral activities without adversely affecting the mineral industry. 

SUPPORT NEEDS 

Implement the support needs identified under the specialist recommendation.' 

------------------------------ ------w-w 

DECISION.R-8.1 -- 

Accept the multiple use recommendation and identified support needs. 

RATIONALE 

The rationales for the specialist and multiple use recommendations adequately 
discuss and support the desirability and need for this action. 

. 

1 
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‘ividuals who are HTLV-III 
,positive. 

ject No. III 

1. To determine the frequency of and 
risk factors for HTLV-III/LAV 
transmission in infants born to infected 
mothers. 

2. To determine possible modes of 
transmission from mother to infant and 
the frequency with which these occur. 

3. To determine the effects of 
pregnancy ,and IHTLV-IIIILAV infection 
on immune function of the infected 
mothers. 

Authority 
This program is authorized under 

Section 301(a) of the Public Health 
Service Act, as amended. 

Availability of Funds 
Approximateliy $1,270,000 is available 

in Fiscal Year 1’986 to continue 8 
noncompeting continuation cooperative 
agreements. No new applications will be 
accepted. Continuation awards within 
the project periljd will be made on the 
basis of satisfactory progress in meeting 
project objectives and on the 
availability of funds. The funding 
estimate indicated above may vary and 
is subject to change, depending upon the 

**ailability of funds. 
Jlications , 

applications and will not be considered 
in the current competition arid will be 

Anticipated public participation 

returned to the applicant. 
includes review of the draft EA, 
personal contract, and notification of the 

Reviews effective date of the plan amendment. 

Applications are not subject to review 
as governed by Executive Order 12372. 

Information 
Information on anulication 

The draft EA is available at the 
Richfield District Office, 150 East 900 
North, Richfield, Utah 84701. For 
additional information, contact Roy 
Edmonds, Environmental Coordinator, 
at the above address or call 801-896- 
8221. 
Donal L. Pendleton, 
District Manager. 
July 2,1988. 

procedures, copiesb’f application forms, 
and other material mav be obtained 
from Marsha Driggans: Grants 
Management Branch, Procurement and 
Grants Office, Centers for Disease 
Control, 255 East Paces Ferry Road NE., 
Room 321, Atlanta, Georgia 30305, or by 
calling [4O4) 262-6575 or RS 236-6575. 

Technical assistance may be obtained 
from the following individuals: Project 
No. I, William W. Darrow, Ph.D.; Project 
No. II, Alan R. Lifson, M.D.: Project No. 
III, Martha F. Rogers, M.D.: AIDS 
Program, Center for Infectious Diseases, 
Centers for Disease Control, Atlanta, 
Georgia 30333, telephone (404) 329-3162 
or FTS 2363162. 

Dated: July 14,1986. 

Robert L. Foster, 
Acting Director, Office of Program Support 
Centers for Disease Control. 
[~%~oc~ 86-16285 Filed 7-M-88; 8:45 am] 
BlLLlNG CODE 4160-18-M 

h A 
A. Copies-PIace of Submission 2%’ - 

The original and two copies of the 
T application should be submitted on 

Form PHS 5161--l, (revised 3-79) on or 
before July 28, j!986: Grants Management 
Branch, Procurement and Grants Office. 
Centers for Disease Control, Room 321, 
255 East Paces Ferry Road, AtIanta, 
Georgia 30305. 

Applications forms should be 
available in the institution’s business 
office or from the above address. 

2. Deadlines 

Applications shall be considered as 
meeting the deadline if they are either: 

a. Received on or before the deadline 
date. 
. b. Sent on or before the deadline date 

and received in time for submission to 
the independent review group. 
[Applicants should request a legibly 
dated U.S. Postal Service postmark or 
obtain a legibly-dated receipt from a 
commercial carrier or U.S. Postal 
Service. Private metered postmarks shall 
not be acceptable as proof of timely 
mailing.) 

q Late Applications 
\pplications which do not meet the 

.Iteria in either paragraph 2.a. orb. 
mmediately above are considered late 

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 

Bureau of Land Management 

tUT-O50-06-4410-081 

Environmental Assessment (EA) 
Availability and Amendment of the 
Management Framework Plan (MFP) 
for the Henry Mountain Planning Unit 

AGENCY: Bureau of Land Mangement, 
Interior. 
ACTION: Notice of comment period for 
the Gilbert Badlands Research Natural 
Area (RNA) Draft EA ending 30 days 
from publication of this notice and 
notice of intent to amend Henry 
Mountain MFP. 

SUMMARY: A draft RMP plan and G has 
been prepared for the proposed Gilbert 
Badlands RNA which falls within the 
Mt. Ellen-Blue Hills Wilderness Study 
Area (UT-O50-238). The proposed RNA 
encompasses 3,680 acres located just 
south of South Caineville Mesa and 13 
miles southwest of Hanksville, Utah. 

The major issue involves the 
protection and preservation of scientific 
and research values. Disciplines 
represented on the interdisciplinary 
team include wilderness specialists, 
range specialists, land and mineral 
interests. 

[FRDoc. 86-16321 Filed 7-1888.8~45 am] 
BILLING CODE 431~DO-M 

[NM-010-064111-09; NM-010-0117] 

Office Relocation; Albuquerque, NM 

AGENCY: Bureau of Land Management, 
Department of the Interior. 
ACTION: Notice of office relocation- 
Albuquerque, New Mexico. 

SUMMARY: All offices of the Bureau of 
Land Management currently located in 
Albuquerque, New Mexico, at the 
following locations, 505 Marquette NW., 
and 3540 and 3550 Pan American 
Freeway NE., will be moved to a new 
location between July 15 and July 31, 
1988. During this period, services to the 
public may be curtailed to the extent 
necessary to complete the move as 
quickly as possible. 

All Albuquerque BLM offices will be 
located at 435 Montano Road NW., 
effective July 15,1X& The new mailing 
address for all offices will be: Bureau of 
Land Management, 435 MontanoRoad 
NW., Albuquerque, New Mexico 87107. 

All telephone numbers currently listed 
in the Albuquerque phone directory will 
remain unchanged. Other phone 
numbers to individual offices or 
specialists may be changed. 
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Lois Meadors, Branch of Administrative 
Services, (505) 766-2076 or FTS 474- 

-2076. 
L. Paul Applegate, 
District Manager. 
(FRDoc. 86-16273 Filed 7-W-88; $45 am] 
BILLINQ CODE 4310-FB-M 

[NV-O60-4312-021 

Battle Mountain District Advisory 
Council Meeting; Eureka, NV 

SUMMARY: Notice is hereby given in 
accordance with Pub. L 94-579 and 43 
CFR Part 1780 that a meeting of the 
Battle Mountain District Advisory 
Council will be held on Tuesday and 
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ADDRESS: To obtain a copyaof the draft 
EA, request additional information, or 
submit comments, contact Brent 
Spackman, Bureau of Land 
MIanagement, P.O. Box 225, Escalante, 
Utah 64726 or telephone (801) 82fb4291. 

Dated: JuIy 2.1987. 
Morgan S. Jensen, 
District Manager. 
[PR Dot. 87-15565 Filed 7-a-87; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 431~EQ-M 

- 

tui-050-06-4410-083 

Amendment of the Management 
Framework Plan (MFP) for the Henry 
Mountain Planning Unit 

AGENCY: Bureau of Land Management, 
Richfield, Utah, Interior. 
ACTION: Notice is hereby given that the 
Utah BLM State Director has decided to 
implement a planning amendment to the 
Henry Mountain MFP. - 
SUIIMARY: The amendment is in 
response to the Gilbert Badlands 
Resource Natural Area/Area of Critical 
Environmental Concern designation 
(RNA/ACEC). Pursuant to the authority 
in the Federal Land Policy and 
Management Act of 1982 [Sec. 202(c)(3)] 
and: 43 CFR Part 1801, the following area 
is designated as a RNAIACEC: The area 
lies in portions of sections 10,11,14,15, 
22,23,24,25,26, and 27 of T. 29 S., R. 9 
E., Salt Lake Base Meridian (3,680 acres) 
as dlescribed in the Gilbert Badlands 
RNA/ACEC environmental assessment. 

Any person who participated in the 
planning process and has an interest 
which may be adversely affected by the 
amendment of the MFP may protest 
approval of the amendment. A protest 
may raise only those issues which were 
submitted for the record to the BLM 
during the planning process. The protest 
shall be filed with the Director of BLM. 
Interior Building, 18th and C Street NW., 
Washington, DC 20240, within 30 days of 
publication of this notice. The protest 
shall. contain: (I) The name, mailing 
address, telephone number, and interest 
of the person filing the protest; (2) a 
statement of the issue or issues being 
protested; (3) a statement of the part or 
parts of the plan being protested; (4) a 
copy of all documents addressing the 
issue or issues that were submitted 
during the planning process by the 
protesting party or an indication of the 
date the issue or issues were discussed 
for the record; and (5) a short concise 
statement explaining why the protestor 
beheves that the State Director’s 
decision is wrong. The Director will 

issue a decision in writing on the 
protest. 

The planning amendment is available 
at the Richfield District Office, 150 East 
900 North, Richfield, Utah 84701. 

For further information contact Duane 
DePaspe at (8M) 8968221. 
Donald L. Pendleton, 
District Manager. 
July 1,1987. 
[FR Dot. 87-15527 Filed 7-8-87; 8~45 am] 
BILLING CODE 431~DG-Y 

[wY-920-07-4111-15; W-105554] 

Proposed Reinstatement of 
.Terminated Oil and Gas Lease 

July 2,1987. 

Pursuant to the provisions of Pub. L. 
9745X96 Stat. 2462-2466, and 
Regulation 43 CFR 3108.2-3 (a) and 
(b)(l), a petition for reinstatement of oil 
and gas lease W-105554 for lands in 
Weston County, Wyoming, was timely 
filed and was accompanied by all the 
required rentals accruing from the date 
of termination. 

The lessee has agreed to the amended 
lease terms for rentals and royalties at 
rates of !&I per acre, or fraction thereof, 
per year and 16% percent, respectively. 

The lessee has paid the required $500 
administrative fee and $125 to reimburse 
the Department for the cost of this 
Federal Register notice. The lessee has 
met all the requirements for 
reinstatement of the lease as set out in 
section 31 (d) and (e) of the Mineral 
Lands Leasing Act of 1920 (30 W.S.C. 
188), and the Bureau of Land 
Management is proposing to reinstate 
lease W-105554 effective June 1,1987, 
subject to the original terms and 
conditions of the lease and the 
increased rental and royalty rates cited 
above. 
Andrew L. Tar&is, 
Chief. Leasing Section. 
[FR Dot. 87-15564 Filed 7-6-87; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 4310-22-M 

[CA-060-07-7122-10-101~ CA 202553 

Exchange of Public and Private Lands 
Riverside County, CA 

AGENCY: Bureau of Land Management, 
Interior. 
ACTION: Notice of realty action CA 
20255. 

SUMMARY: The following described land 
in Riverside County has been 
determined to be suitable for disposal 

by exchange under section. 206 of the 
Federal Land Policy and Management 
Act of 1976 (43 U.S.C. 17161; 

San Bernardino Meridian, California. 
T. 3s.. R. 1E. 

Sec. 30: SE%SE%NE% S%NEY&EYiNE1h, 
E%SW%SE%NE%, SWY&WY&E% 
NE%. SE%.SE%SW%NEbi, SE%. 
E%SWYi. 

Containing 265 acres of public land, more 
or less. 

In exchange for these lands, the 
United States will acqure the following 
described lands in Riverside County 
from the Nature Conservancy: 
San Bemardiio Meridian, California 
T. 45, R. 6E. 

Sec. 13: E’/z, NW%, NE%SW%, 
NEYaNW%SWYa. 

Containing 530 acres of non-Federaflands. 
more or less. 

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The j 
purpose of the exchange is to acquire a 
portion of the non-Federal land within 
the proposed 13,030 acre preserve for 
the Coachella Velly Fringe-toed lizard. 
The lizard is federally lised as 
threatened and State listed as 
endangered. The Bureau of Land 
Management’s goal is to acquire 
approximately 6,700 acres within the 
preserve. The land being acquired does 
not constitute habitat for the lizard, but 
provides a sand source required for the 
continuing production of active sand 
dune areas that are critical habitat for 
the lizard. Other State or Federal 
agencies will acquire the remaining 
portion of the preserve. The public 
interest will be well served by this 
exchange. 

The values of the lands to be 
exchanged are approximately’equal; full 
equalization of value will be achieved 
through acreage adjustment, or by cash 
payment in an amont not to exceed 25 
per cent of the value of the lands being 
transferred out of federal ownership.. 

Lands to be transferred from the 
United States will be subject to the 
following: 

A reservation to the United States of a 
Right-of-Way for ditches and canals 
constructed by the authority of the 
United States: Act of August 30,1899 (26 
Stat. 391.43 USC. 945). 

All mineral resources and reIated 
rights shall be reserved to the United 
States, together with the right to 
prospect for, mine and remove the 
minerals. A more detailed description of 
this reservation, which will be 
incorporated in the patent document is 
available for review at this BLM office. 

Publication of this notice in the 



submii!ted to the Assistant 
Adnrinsitrator~or Fish&a, National 
Marine ‘Fisheries ‘Setice, U.S. 
Department of ‘Commerce, Washington, 
D.C. 20235, on or before June 25, !t882. 
Those individuals requesting a hearing 
should set forth ,the specific reasons 
why a Irm&ng un 46s paPticeler * 
appficatiwn would be apprepriate. The 
holding of such hearing is at the 
discrefionofthe ossis%mt adm’niistater 
for Fisheries. Cornme&, *ewe ‘(IP 
requesb~~,~‘pu~~c~g~.~at 
~po~%en.of ti ap$icati+dee&ng with 
wahna :sh~u.H brfeubr&eU %4&e 
Director; Fish..and Wil&&&oe&tS. 
Depar&nentiof ti ~tt&~ W+ir@on, 
D.CZ&&B. 

4l!ustetsnl~d~i~Bd 
In theErppBnati&naaeanmmarit?sof 
thoseof .theA@icantanddonot 
necessarilyxaflm$the &wsaf&e i 
National M&&&he&s Service or file 
Fish and W3dlize Service. 

Documents submittedlnconnection 
with the above application are available 
for review in Be foBotig olfices: * 
Asssistant Administrator forFisheries, 

National Marine Fisheries Service, 
.3+XJ ‘Whitehave met, N.W,. _ 
VVa&in@on, D.ZZ; -. 

Re@ma.lD%ti;Nafiunal%im&re 
Fisheries Serpice, Aftaska’Rqian, PD. 
pox 1.06& Jwaaa itsidka 99882; ma 

Director, Fish and W+lc?l%e Service, U.S. 
Depat%nentd%&e &trzior, ~Glebe 
Ro~d,North~n,V~ _ 
Dated: Ma@9, ~88~ 

Richard 9. ioa, ; 
Act~~ti~.~e~f*~ 
and Bubgemi~m, Nobiseard,b&im 
Fisherim&mke. 
lFRpoc.I4~m6d-.&eSPmJ 

,rwiiQ OpoE 351~22-11 

DWW~f&~F ;THE3NT#Z&iR 
: Bureh 6f -@and fbla~ti . 

Heny4kammlm~m~llb~ 
Deslgnatiti of Areas ot-crmca~ , 
Entirontieaai .ccamem - 
AGENCX:‘Btwe?m cfkhr~d Management, 
Im?l%or. 
ACTION: Designation of certam public 
lands ‘in ‘the Henry Mount&n Resource 
Area. Richfield District, Utah, as Areas 
of Critical Environmental Concern. 

SUMMAiW ~pliamant fo the axrt&&ty:h 
the Bede&l &xrsl Belioy md 
ManagementActd%V&&r~292&J(~ 
and48 CF&XUX &+&owing aress .ese 
designated,a~nreas:ofcritical 
environmental concern: 
NorthCainville Mesa 

All:Federal lands above the Mesa Rim 
located%: 
T. 28 S., R.. &E:SLBM. 

'Secs.T2,l3,d'24. 
T. 28 S.. R 9 E. SLBM. 

Sets. 4, '5,7, .a' 9,iB, itnd m. 
Apprmtim~te,acreege%,2M). 

South Caintie weea . 

AI1 dkbd *kdF above &o *Meea .Rim 
located& 
T.J&&R:~JLSIB~& ._. 

sac. 33. 
T. 29 S., .R 8 E SLBM. 

Secs...zLl2+~,lka&+-4. 
T. 29 S., R&k ‘SESM: 

I 

Sec*S,T3,B,‘;q, %;¶7,?&and~9. ’ b 
Approximate acinz& 4;200. 

Beaver rcl\@@r&& - 
AllFed&aI;l&n&!lon&ci~~ithe 

cLaflgwl~Bim~t~ - 
T.2%%,iR‘IWll~, : 

Seaa.~~44,2s,~aaed3s. 
T.29.s.JLaLuuIJg~ 

SeoR 5 2.4 tina y&L 

* 

. 
,ApPils&tmateJ+qqMmL 
The three de@& -ns %&al 

appro%imateIy 1~;890.nrrres:irm Wayne 
a.4 :Gm?fleld Count%, U&&. The 
ide&Bo&ien end &&g&t&on of .&a 
iiI'E?IBbhht%mwie~dme% 
Conjmn!tlon with &e ,prepara$ion ,d a 
managenteHramewnrk@lam&+Srjr 
f-femy~enr&ain!Blnr&ng&r& 
F,y&,&@.&&&j~,&+~af 
LandMan&gti$v%llpmrpare:epti 
management plane&i& X&II ocn&&i 
~pratedive @iQnihi~ns needed to 
stifegutud~fhe ,spfxkii wewmmj v&es 
idea& ikcea& m ‘ae -g&e 
usennmagenr+aonoe@~skiR;be 
employed to iden@ &ewab$e 
comp&tible~:reseuroe 7&e wZll&~ l&f3 
&m Am&yf&irrje& R&ii&n& 
&e&~+&@@i&*~ .a 
planwmendnn3nt,inobr#ng 
environmental analysin %&I pub& 
comment, through the@lanning~. 

A copy-of the Henry Mount&& &&‘I% 
avail&a nt &he R&li&f&Di~ Qf&e 
159 East 909 North, Richfield, Z&XIJ 
84701. 
FOR W&R INFORMATmOlr Q0IFFAC-R 
Donald L B&f&ton %ft ?he above 
addressor %e’lt$iene [888)898-82%~. 

Effective date: +X,IKHX 
Dated: May 181982. 

Roland G. R&son, 
State Diredtor. 
pTR Dac 8214283 Piled 5-m 8~45 amJ 

BILLINQ ,CQOli 43lO44-M 

. . 

[Seelal:NaM9558~ .: . 

Idaha; Teminati& of J?r&sed 
WithdrawaLaqd Reservation of Lands 
May 17.1982. 

Notice of an appiica+ion, s-e&l. 
number‘I-09528, ‘for withdrawal and 
reservatienof landswas published:as 

termination me: 
Boise M&I& 

i&u&m 8btkm~1l&mM ’ 
T. son., ,R '1 ‘E., 

seb.l9,9+ll-al&!. 
The area Bescri~ &gregfml79.53 actis, 

inBJonnerQoliuty. .: 
Eugene E.‘B&n, , 
&$ng CXqt Zunds’Sectkm. 
fFR8qcB21~~~~~~5srnj 

BlunfQCdDE-~ 

, 

Off ice WStHace’Mning &celamation 
and ~Er&rcemisnt 

DeieisRhraYion $of Valid Exi&ing ,Rights 
withtn v NamI Fm 

AGEi& c8fice nf Skface &&‘@ 
Reclamation &Enforcemmn., ‘fn&i+~~ 
AcllGNL*UhwWm 
of Mo+r ~m&erCompany’&l Y&d 
exillag lighfe fr4 :conduct xzitdmtii 
coal mining operations . 
Shavers Fork Subunit of 

the Up,per 
“h e 

Mo~~~ngaheb National Forest in West 
Virginia. 

SUhkARu=~~eclm, me &. 
Surface Mining Reclamation .and 
Enforcement [OSMJ has found that the .: 
Mower Lumber Company (+‘~owd”). 
possesses Va-fXf ex%ting rights (Viz) 
andtothatexfent,ftepro@eed : 
underground coal mining -6srns ti 
*~z!&~~e. 
not pn$&&&ar%nikdf.by! :. : : 
522(e) of the Surface Mining Control and 
Reclamation Act, of”T9?? ‘f3UOS.C. 
1272(e~~4WR~~.V..~~ ’ 
and 45 FR &t.~98 &e.ptember~. mj.: 
The .m&e of z&at finding .&I mot 
include .a determination .of the 
geogaphicaloxtent of Mower’s VER. 
Today’s notioe defines the geographioal 
exte.nt\ofMower’s SiER. 
DATE~~f~&V~~&k~ibay.26;~ 
Written comments: Accepted uniti 5~08 
p.m. E.D.T. on Jtie 25,198& 

Federal Rag&tar Dewment Rle.‘:-i66n. 
on page 6379~&e;isaue #or .Angast’EO. 
1958. The appEcan1 -agency :bas 
cancelfed its application insofar as it .. 
involved the lands ,described below. 
Therefore, ‘pursuant to :the cegrrzations 
contained jR,43QR,rsdbpart z!@PI., each 
Ian& Pdll%e~p9:Wa.m., on&k&e a,. 
2981, ,reEeved :of &e segregative e:Zfeci of 
the above mentionedapp‘icatien. 

Tlb3 jmas -haLin +hii.~%ze d 

ADDRESSES: Written comments must be 
mailed to: Administrative Record ‘R&l- 
34, Office of Surface :Mining. Room 53%. 
L, South Interior :Btiilding, %351 
Constitution Avenue :N’W., Washing” 
D.C. 292~1. 



IJMTEO STATES 

WARTMEW OF THE INTERICR 

BCiREAil OF LAND fdANACEh'EI'JT 

MANAGE;?tENT FRAMELPdORK PLAN 

ACTIVITY OBJECTIVE 
- 

Objactive Numbar 

ACEC-1 
-- 

ISSk 

Public Law 34-579 (Federal Land Policy and Management Act) mandates the identifi- 
cation of Areas of Critical En.vironmental Concern through the planning process. 
Are there any resources which should be protected through this special designation 
and Mat protective measures are needed? 

OBJECTIVE -- 

Identify, designate, and manage all areas' of critical environmental concern in 
the Henry Hountain Planning Area. 

RATIOUALE 
. 

-- 

The Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 1976 (FLPMA) specifically direc'ts 
the Secretary of Interior through the use of the Department of Interior's 
public land managing agencies under Section 201(a) to . ..prepare and maintain 
on a continuing basis an inventory of all public lands and their resource and 
other values (including, but not limited to, outdoor.recreation and scenic 
values), giving priority to areas of critical environmental concern.... Section 
202(c) of the Act defines the need for development and revision of Land I]se 
Plans azd specifically states that "the Secretary shall give priority to the 
designation and prot ection of areas of critical environmental concern." 

Acccirding to Federal- Register Vol. 45, No. 168, Wednesday, August 27, 1980, 
the Department of Interior iserpreted these two sections as follows: 

"a) Section 201(a) of the Act that requires the identification of ACEC 
type values, resources, or hazards during the inventory of public lands is 
an identification or a finding by a BLH District Manager that a particular 
area contains environmental resources or natural hazards that meet the 
criteria of RELEVANCE and IMPORTANCE and this makes the area eligible for - 
subsequent consideration for designation as an ACEC. This identification 
is a matter for professional evaluation, and will be made on the basis of 
the values or qualities of the resource or hazard itself, without con- 
s,ideration of alternative potential. uses. 

b.)The designation phase is developed from Section ZW(cj of the Act, 
which requires that priority be given to the desiqnation of ACEC's during 
the development and revision of land-use plans. "Designation" of an ACE: 
is a management decision that is mad e after weighing the public interest 
to be served by (1) ACEC designation and by (2) potential alternative uses 
for the resource or combination of resources involved." . . 

BL.3 guiCl_eli.nes for ACEC designation as outlined in the above Federal Rerlistor 
have +fj 2e.d ,O,CEC's and identified t>e t>jo criteria (Relevancyw 1 i$y;-~ej 
derived froi.rl tt3e Act which p,,ust be ne‘t jr] every. case befcre a!; a;*$~ cdl: q::.ili fy 

. . 

. 
1 / 



. 
. 

:T l’$jTy GE\JECTIVE CG;$‘I:J’JEQ: 
- -_ 

as an ACEC. These criteria are to be applied through a professional evaluation 
based on the inherent or intrinsic qualities of resources or hazards, either 
singly or in combination 9 without consideration of alternative possible uses 
for the resource or resources. The' following definitions will be used to 
identify ACEC's in this planning process: 

Area of Critical, C. 
7 

,nvfrccr:ental Concern is an area "within the public lands 
wqaf-e jpeCja7 I - ~3ris!~‘y7’(~*~ ateen<ion is required (when such areas are developed 
or used, or \ihere &"deveiopment is required) to protect and prevent irreparable 
damage to important historic, cultural, or scenic values, fish and wildlife 
resources or other natural systems or processes,‘or to protect life and safety 
from natural hazards" (Section 103, FLMPA). 

Relevance is defined as an environmental resource or natural hazard that is one -- 
of ,the kinds of resources, values,' systems, processes, or hazards included in 
the Act's definition of ACEC. 

Importance is defined as a environmental resource that has qualities that give 
it (a)cial worth, consequence, meaning, distinctiveness or cause for concern 
&specially when compared to any like- or similar resources, and, generally, (b) 
more-than-local significance. 

Congress, through the initiation of FLPMA, not only mandated identi'ficati.on 
and designation, but also the protection of ACEC's. This makes the ACEC process 
more thati a-recognition program. It is a process for (1) determining what 
special management important environmental resources or natural hazards require; 
(2) providing commitmen t that this special management will continue to be 
provided on a priority basis in accord with Section 202(c)(3) of the Act; and 
(3) providing such management. Therefore, the main purpose of these special 
management areas is to give special management' attention to areas containing 
important natural and cu.ltural resources and natural hazards, areas with 
com!binat?ons of significant resource values, and areas with certain significant 
public recreation opportunities. 

The ACEC regulations specifically point out that "areas of the public lands 
with important natural or cultural, resource values --such as previously designated 
Research Natural Areas and Outstand,ing Natural Areas--shall be considered for 
ACEC designation;"' Furthermore, the regulations state that "an area designated 
by Congress for special management, such as a Vational Conservation Area, a 
National Wild or Scenic River, or a lclilderness Area, may contain one or more 
ACECs. Conversly, public land s g-iven a designation tha t, is recognition oriented, 
that is, they constitute a recognition of the significance of certain types of 
important 

7 environmental resoU, "rc-es- btit do not constitute a comm:'tment to provide 
special management protection for the resource (e* g., Na.tional Flaturai Landmarks), 
should be considered for XX designation. 

The ACEC concept, like other forms~.s~ speciaVmanagement designations, is a . . He" 
management tool to hslp identify and protect the continuity of ,those public 
lands where important natural and cultural resources exist. A&EC designation 
reminds public land managers that important resource values exist in,en area 
so that these values are not lo st as .these lands come under more 6itensive use. 

. . 
. 
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ACTfY!TY GPJECT!'i'E COMT!FA!ED: 

The Senate Committee Report on FLPW (Senate Report 94-553) stated, "Unlike 
wilderness areas, ACEC's are not necessarily areas in \r;hfch no development 
can occur. Quite often, 
managed, 

limited development, when wisely planned and properly 
c.an take place in these areas :rrithout unduly risking life or safety 

0 r \L t I:/-/ -vrT;iqent damage ts historic, cu ?tural or scenic values or natural Systems 
or promjes." This pry, iu_ .7~~;r~r?s t-79 cgb.ic Jan 

permit a range of multIpie-use activities 
d manager the flexibility t3 

, including specified kinds and 
degree s of developi'znt and commodity production activities, provided that 
the important environmental resources within the area are not damaged or 
endangered. 

Examples of some of the characteristics or qualities of the kinds of environmental 
resources or natural hazards that conceivably could meet these criteria 
include: 

1. Cultural Value or Resource: Could be an archaeologically significant 
area of prehistoric Indian habitation that is vulnerable to loss or damaae 
because of easy assessibility; or physical evidence of an historically d 
significant event or period in American history. 

2. Scenic Value or Resource: Could be an area that combines outstanding 
scenic quality, relative scarcity, and/or high visual sensitivity that 
requires special attention if pr ctection of these qualities is to be assured. 

3. Fish or Wildlife Resource: Could include an important or critical 
habitat for a species that is endangered, threatened, sensitive, or of 
special importance; an important area of historic range suitable for reintroduction 
of such a species, or an area necessary for reproduction, rearing, or seasonal 
use in order to maintain a viable population level of such a species. 

4. Natural System or Process: Couid be a significant natural .system or 
process that is being subjected to decisive adverse change or alteration, or 
that without special management attention is susceptible to significant 
change in its natural condition or functioning. Also could include a key 
component essential to the life cycle or survival of such a living natural 
system or-process; an important habitat for a plant species or community, 
particufarly one that is endangered, threatened, sensitive, or of special 
importance; or an important occurrence of a rare or relict resource, or a 
non'l iving geological feature' , paleontological .phenomena or land form that 
exemplifies a natural systemWor process. 

5. Katural f-iazsrd: Kinds of hazards that conceivably could be appropriate 
for ACEC designation inclu&.- 4~ significant avalanche areas, areas subject to 
periodic da+,, =rous flooding, areas with unstable soil mantles such as steep 
slopes vulnerable to landslides, seismic zones, dangerous cliffs or other 
unsafe areas, particularly W&I, bare humanvisitation is likely. Sotie types of 
hazards, such as abandoned mine shafts, are not relevant for ACEC identification 
because they are manmade rather than nat:rral. However, a hazard caused 
jgi-tial ly or trj-ggey& ij:., hux2.n ac:ticn cay be corysiderecj "na~~ralt* for ;,CEC 
purposes if it szbs.+quent?y has ,becoce part of a na.t:ral process and subsequently 
has become part of a natural process and significantlysndangers human life, _ .-a-* . _ health or property. 

-. 
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RECOMMENDATION ACEC/WL-1.1 

Designate North and South Caineville Mesas containing approximately 6,400 
acres as Areas of Critical Environmental Concern and manage these Mesas to 
preserve their natural systems which support a diversity of ecological 
associations for scientific and educational purposes. 

RATIONALE -- 

The Caineville Mesas are located in Wayne County, Utah approximately 14 
miles due west of the town of Hanksville in the northeast sector of the 
Henry Mountain Planning Area. These mesas rise abruptly from the desert 
floor and are geologically typical of mesas in southeastern Utah. North 
Caineville Mesa encompasses approximately 3.5 square miles (2,200 acres) and 
has an elevation of 6,000 feet. South Caineville Mesa covers approximately 
6.5 square miles and has an average elevation of 5,850 feet. These mesas 
are approximately 2 miles apart at their nearest points and constitute only 
0.3 percent of the total acreage in the planning area. 

North and South Caineville Mesas meet the ACEC designation criteria of 
relevance and importance and require special management attention to "protect 
and prevent irreparable damage to important . . . ..natural systems or prOcesses....fi 
These mesas represent some of the last natural areas of cold-desert shrubland 
in the planning area and satisfy the ACEC criterium of relevance in that 

i. -. /- 
__ 

they contain undisturbed natural systems which support a diversity of ecological' 
.associations. ‘ u! 

Cold desert shrublands are characterized by hot, dry summers, cold winters 
and poor soils. Rainfall over much of this desert is less than 10 inches 

, per year with most of this occurring during the winter months. The predominant 
vegetation types are sagebrush and saltbush. These desert shrublands constitute 
much of the southwest rangelands and are valuable to wildlife and livestock. - 

Meinke (1975) identified 145 plant species, representing 39 families, growing 
on the tops of the Caineville Mesas. One of the cactus species (Sclerocactus 
9) has been classified as a threatened species. The mesas are dominated by 
species of saltbush (Atriplex), sagebrush (Artemesia) and two bunchgrass 
species, galleta (Hilaria jamesii) and Indian ricegrass (Oryzopsis hymenoides). 
The /major vegetal divisions occurring on these mesas include the grass- 
saltbush and sagebrush-juniper- communities. 

Meinke (1975) found the Caineville Mesas to be "ecologically diverse and 
their vegetational composition to be in exceptionally good condition." 



RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION CONTINUED: 

In addition, after cond.ucting a vegetational compa,rison with Little Thompson 
Mesa (of the same region), Meinke found that the Caineville Mesas not only 
had a greater amount of palatable forbs and browse, but also a much higher 
percent of ground cover than did Little Thompson Mesa. This led Meinke to 
conclude that I'.... while the (Caineville) Mesas themselves appear similar 
they are biologically unique from much of the surrounding area...." He 
recommended,that both mesas be designated Research Natural Areas. 

The Caineville Mesas satisfy the ACEC criterium of importance in that they 
have special worth when compared to like or similar resources. These mesas 
have never been subjected to any major surface disturbance activities that 
would have altered either their natural biological.and ecological character 
or those naturally occurring physical processes which formed them. Another 
feature that gives these mesas special worth when compared to like or similar 
resources is their size. The only other natural sites, within the Henry 
Mountain Planning Area, are relic areas or exclosures. However, most of 
these sites are less than 1 acre in size and while they are adequate for 
reference or comparison purposes they are not suitable for on-the-ground 
rese!arch. The Caineville Mesas are large .enough to conduct simultaneous.long 
term research projects and as such are extremely valuable "field labora- 
tories" where baseline research can be conducted to evaluate the impacts of 
human-related activities on cold desert plant and animal communities. . . 3 
Still another feature that gives these mesas special worth is their location. ... 
These mesas are in close proximity to heavily grazed areas of similar terrain 
and as such would be useful in determining what effects grazing has had on 

I,'-.' 
/ 

the range. The scientific and educational values of these mesas have more ' 
than local significance in that baseline information collected from these 'L 
areas can be applied to other cold-desert shrublands throughout the south- 
west.. Resource managers as well as scientists can use such information for 
rangeland comparison purposes as well as determining range condition, trend 
and production potential for a specific site. In addition, such knowledge 
can be applied to determine how various land treatments and land use prac- 
tices influence plant and animal communities and their ecological assoc- 
iations. 

The importance of natural areas and the need for special management attention 
was discussed fully by E. William Anderson in a paper presented to the 
Society of Range Management in 1975. He identified the following reasons for 
establishing and protecting natural areas: 

1. Because natural biological and physical processes occur unhindered 
in natural areas, these areas serve as a baseline or standard against 
which the effects of man's intervention in the natural environment can 
be studied and evaluated. : 

>_--- .-_ 
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RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION, CONTINUED: 

, 

2. Natural areas are the cornerstone of the sciences of resource 
management. In respect to range science, they provide the basis for (a) 
defining range sites; (b) determining range conditions; and (c) deter- 
mining the trend of range condition under grazing and other uses of the 
resource, all of which are fundamentally the ecological basis for range 
resource management. 

3. Natural areas provide representative plant communities or eco- 
systems which serve as outdoor laboratories where we can increase our 
knowledge about ecological dynamics, the specific effects of herbivores 
on the ecosystem, and the impacts of man's ever-increasing manipulations 
of the landscape. 

4. Present-day knowledge is not adequate the increasing 
demands on our resources and problems of land use! An adequate number 
of suitable natural areas is needed to help ad-t&te the public through 
informal nature tours and structured class and research activities in 
outdoor education, conservation, natural history, and universities. 

5. If suitable areas are'not designated as natural areas, they likely 
will be lost as land comes under more intensive use. Even designated 
natural areas can be lost as land is diverted to other uses unless their 
scientific and educational values are brought to the attention of the 
land owners and managers and those responsible for land use planning and 
zoning. The fewer natural areas we have, the more important that they 
be preserved, or future generations will be denied a richness of ex- 
perience by our unwise actions. 

6. Natural areas are vital sanctuaries for the individual species,. 
both flora and fauna, of the complex biological community. Natural 
areas provide essential genetic reservoirs of native fauna and flora. 
All domesticated crops spring from the pool of wild genes. Preserving 
this source of wild genes is actually preserving our future supplies of 
food and fiber. Furthermore, none of us can predict the benefits that 
may be found tomorrow from research on some obscure native.organism, or 
the difficulties that might follow the destruction of some biological 
element of nature whose‘function we do not now fully understand. 

7. Comprehensive knowledge of existing natural.areas, species habitat, 
important geological, phenomenal, and natural features of special 
interest is necessary if we are to preserve a complete spectrum of our 
natural heritage. 

8. The economic welfare of a region is largely based upon the strength 
and soundness of its resource-oriented enterprises and the propriety of 
its resource use. Primary beneficiaries of research, education, and 

11 



RECOMhlENDATlON-ANALYSIS-;)ECISION CONTINUED: 

resource management studies are those who make their living directly 
from the resources. In each locality, however, there also is a 
business community, which is dependent for its livelihood on the 
local resources industries. Such spin-off benefits go even farther, 
affecting the general public, until the whole list of valid reasons 
why natural areas are needed becomes deeply involved in the eventual 
economic welfare of communities, states, and nations. 

Current management plans for the Caineville Mesas are inadequate because they 
do not recognize the scientific and educational values of these natural 

6 
-_ 

areas. Although the 1974 Management Framework Plan (MFP) for the Henti 
Mountain Planning Area recommended that South Caineville Mesa be idenkified 
as a Research Natural Area no formal designation was ever adopted. In 
addition, the 1974 MFP made no specific management recommendations fob-h 
Caineville Mesa. 

Designation provides a means of identifying to other government agencies 
(especially the State Lakd commission) those areas where an exchange of 
isolated state sections should occur because of potential resource use 
conflicts. The State of Utah tries to obtain the highest economic return on 
the use of all state school sections. Many times this leads to serious land 
use conflicts with other public land managing agencies. Unless the BLM 
specifically designates certain areas to establish clearly defined management 
objectives and then takes the appropriate steps to exchange out isolated 
state sections where resource preservation is desired, the potential for 
conflicting resource uses (similar to the Cotter Corp. problem) will continue. 
Good land management requires readily identifiable management objectives 
which will guide all resource users especially when a particular resource 
value has been identified for protection. Designation achieves this goal. 

involves livestock graz- , One' problem with current management for these mesas 
ing. South Caineville Mesa is included in the graz . -_ ___ ~. ing preference for the 
Bluebench Allotment while North Caineville Mesa is a separate allotment 
(Maxfield, personal communication). Although these mesas have not been 
grazed since 1950 (Meinke, 1975) they could be subject to livestock grazing 
if access trails are improved and water sources developed. 

One of the permittees in the Blue Bench Allotment has indicated a desire to 
do -this. Economicallyi this could be a costly proposition for the government 
and not economically feasible for the permittee. 

The tra.il leading to the top of South Caineville Mesa is s,teep and has been 
eroded away in many places. Construction costs for this trail could be as 
low as $3,000 if nothing more is done to the trail than to make it passable 
for livestock. This would require yearly maintenance costs,and would probably 
not resolve the problem of providing adequate access for equipment to con- 
struct water holding tanks. If the trail was widened to allow enough room to 
handle construction equipment, the following itemized costs could be expected. 

12 .' 
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RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION CONTlFkHI: 

Road/Trail Construction to Top of Mesa 

1. 
2. 

Relief difference (base of mesa to top) = approx. 1,160 ft. 
Desired grade should not exceed 10% which would require a trail/road 
approximately 2.2 miles long. 

2 
Equipment needs and costs: D-6 Cat or equivalent @ $65.0O/hr. 
Estimated time to construct: l/8 mile/8 hr. day = 18 working days 
(18 x 8 = 144 hours x $65/hr. = $9,360). 

5. Compressor work in rim rock = $1,000. 
6. Total cost to construct trail/road = $10,360. 

Water Catchments for Mesa Top 

500-gal. storage tank - 
Lumber for apron 
Metal Sheeting 

. / I 
$4,000 

500 L 
500 

Pipe & misc. supplies - 200 

Total $6,200 

Labor for installation 
Equip. 

2,000 
rental for excavation -500 

Total Cost $7,700 

.It has 
top of 

, 

i 
L -_ -. 

been estimated that there'is a little more than 100 AUMs on the 
South Caineville Mesa. It is questionable whether livestock grazing . 

could justify the $17,000 investment needed to make the mesa usable. In 
any case, resumption of livestock grazing could significantly alter the 
vegetation composition of these mesas and destroy -their values as natural . '. 
areas. It is important to note that there is nothing in the 1974 MFP that 
would exclude livestock grazing on these mesas. 

Another problem with current management concerns ORV activities. Although 
these mesas are currently inaccessible, the improvement of access trails 
could open them to ORV use. ORV activity is expected to increase significantly 
if such proposed land use projects as the Fremont River Dam and a Salt Wash 
Power Plant are constructed. The 1974 MFP makes no recommendations on how to 
manage for this anticipated Increase in ORV activity. 

There are currently no formally recognized natural areas in the Henry Mountain 
Planning Area. ACEC designation of North and South Caineville Mesas would 
identify the resource values of these mesas for current and future resource 
managers. In addition, scientific organizations, such as the Federal Committee 
on Research Natural' Areas, the U.S. International Biological Program, the 
Nature Conservancy, the Society of American Foresters and the Society for Range 

. 
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RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION. CONTINUED: 

Management, are actively engaged in the identification, acquisition, and 
protection of natural areas. As stewards of the public lands, BLM also has a 
responsibility to identify and protect lands which qualify as natural areas for 
the benefit of the general public and the scientific community. ACEC designation 
would also remind future managers of the scientific and educational values of 
these mesas and insure that future land use activities did not destroy these 
values. 

SUPPORT NEEDS 

-Catesorv 2 oil and gas leasing (No surface occupan,cy) - 
-Closed 10 ORV use - 
-Limited livestock grazing 
-Develop management plan by 
-Exchange out State section 

(for scient i 
the end of 

fit purposes only) 
F Y 1983 

MULTIPLE USE ANALYSIS 

MINERALS - Impacts from this recommendation on the mineral development program 
would be negligible. No commercial quantities of coal, oil and gas or locatable 
minerals are known to exist on or under the Cai neville Mesas. 

RANGE - This recommendation compliments the range ACEC recommendation (see .$ 
ACEC/RM-1.1) and would have a positive impact on the reference areas located on 
the two mesas. Both reference areas need protection from surface disturbing 
activities, especially from grazing use, and this would be accomplished by this 
recommendation. $ 

WATERSHED - This recommendation compliments the watershed ACEC recommendation 
(see ACEC/W-1.1) and would have a positive impact on watershed values by restrict- 
ing surface disturbing activities which could remove vegetation and add to the 
sediment yield of the area. 

RECREATION - This recommendation compliments the recreation ACEC recommendation 
(see ACEC/R-1.1) and would have a positive impact on preserving important 
biological and botanical values known to exist on the mesas as indicated by the 
rationales for this wildlife.recommendation and ACEC/RM-1.1. 

ALTERNATIVE 1 

Designate the two meias as Research Natural Areas. 

RATIONALE 

In addition to those reasons identified in the rationale for the ACEC recommend- 
ation, designation of these two areas as Research Natural Areas will provide 
procedures for the management and protection of public lands having natural 

'i. characteristics that are unusual or that are of scientific or other special ., L ) - . .-' 
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RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-;IECISION. CONTINUED: 

interests. 43 CFR 8823.0-5 defines a "Research Natural Area" as an area that 
is established and maintained for the primary purpose of research and education 
because the land has one or more of the following characteristics: (1) a 
typical representation of a common plant or animal association; (2) an unusual 
plant or animal association; (3) a threatened or endangered plant or animal 
species; (4) a typical representation of common geologic, soil, or water features; 
or (5) outstanding or unusual geologic, soil, or water features. 

South Caineville Mesa was recommended for designation as a Research Natural 
Area in the 1974 MFP, but no formal designation was ever made even though the 
decision authorized the designation after completion of a study of the area to 
be done by the end of FY 1976. -Both North and South Caineville Mesas could be 
easily managed because of their isolated and remote nature. 

SUPPORT NEEDS 

Same as those listed for the ACEC recommendation. 

MULTIPLE USE ANALYSIS 

Impacts from this alternative would be the same as those described under the 
multiple use analysis ,for the wildlife ACEC recommendation (ACED/WL-1.1). 

ALTERNATIVE 2 

Take no action to designate the mesas identified in the ACEC recommendation 
(ACEC/WL-1.1). 

MULTIPLE USE ANALYSIS 
, 

Both mesas have been given a Category 3 "no surface occupancy" classification 
for oil and gas leasing under the old MFP, No action impacts will be analyzed 
assuming this condition to exist. 

MINERALS - There would be a negative impact to the minerals program from this 
alternative in terms of not allowing surface occupancy for oil and gas 
exploration and development activity. No real.mineral interest has been 
shown for the mesa's in the past and it is unlikely this situation will 
change in the future, so the impact should be negligible. 

RANGE - This recommendation is in conflict with the range ACEC recommendation 
(see ACEC/RM-1.1) and could have a negative impact on the two reference areas 
on the mesas if disturbing activities were to occur on them. This is es- 
pecially true if grazing was permitted on the mesas. Both reference areas 
would need to be fenced if the impacts were to be prevented. 

. 
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RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-6EClSION. CONTINUED: 1 

WATERSHED - Impacts from this alternative would be neglibigle on watershed I 
resources. 

WILDLIFE - This alternative could have a significant adverse impact on the 
mesas natural characteristics and their use as natural areas for scientific 
and educational purposes. Current management plans for the Caineville Mesas 
are inadequate because they do not recognize the scientific and educational 
values of these natural areas. Although the 1974 Management Framework Plan 
(MFP) for the Henry Mountain Planning Area recommended that South Caineville 
Mesa be identified as a Research Natural Area no,formal designation was ever 
adopted. In addition, the 1974 MFP made no specific management recommendations 
for North Caineville Mesa. 

Public lands are coming under increased development pressures and without a 
formal committment and management guidance through the planning document, 
resource values can inadvertently be lost. These mesas are ideal for'being 
managed as natural areas because of there isolated and remote locations. But 
this management should be guided through a designation process which clearly 
identifies the importance of the area to future land-managers, the general 
public and other resource users. Failure to do so could result in a loss of 
a resource value which is becoming more scarce as public lands come under 
intense land use pressures. 

‘B 
RECREATION - This alternative is in conflict with the recreation ACEC re- ? 
commendation (see ACEC/R-1.1). Both mesas are important to the recreation 
program in the planning area in terms of their natural characteristics and 
their use as vantage points for kighly picturesque views of,prominent land 
features in the planning area (Factory Butte, Waterpocket Fold, San Raphael 
Swell, the Blue Hills, the Henry Mountains, etc). The impact from develop- 
ment of the mesas on the recreation values would depend on the kind and .. 

, intensity of development. In some respects, improved access would enhance + 
the potential recreational use of the mesas and provide a positive impact. 

. But if this improved access involved livestock use, drilling rigs, mineral 
extraction or a general disturbance of the mesas' surface there could be a 
negative impact to the recreation values (hiking, camping, solitude and 
scenic quality) which would detract from their current appeal. Management 
guidelines and the use of one of BLM's designation management tools are 
needed to prevent a conflict of use. 

bj 
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UNITED STATES lLm.(MFP) 
OEPARThlENT OF THE INTERIOR Henry Mountain P.A. * 
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. * BUREAU OF LAS0 hlA?dAGEMENT Activity 

Wildlife 
MANAGEMENT FRAPilAEVJOR# PiAN Reference Number 

RECOh:?XNDATlON-ANALYSIS-DECISION 
ACEC/WL-1.1 

MULTIPLE USE RECOMMENDATION ACEC/WL-1.1 

Accept the specialist recommendation with the following modification: 

a) exclude South Caineville Mesa from the ACEC designation. 

RATIONALE 

The mesas have similar vegetation for study purposes, however, South Caineville 
Mesa has been grazed by domestic livestock in the past and its value as a 
relic area is questionable. North Caineville Mesa has never been grazed by 
domestic livestock; Other values on South Cainevi!le.Mesa can be protected 
through multiple use management. -. 

SUPPORT NEEDS _ 

Implement the support needs identified under the specialist recommendation 
for North Caineville Mesa. 

------w---- 

DECISION ACECIWL-1.1 

Reject the multiple use recommendation as written. 

Accept the specialist recommendation and the identified 

RATIONALE 

support needs as written. 

The rationale for the specialist recommendation clearly identifies those resource 
values which meet the ACEC criteria of relevance and importance and supports the 
need for the designation and the development of a special management plan. 

ACEC designation was determined to be appropriate for this recommendation because 
(1) special resource values ,as identified by the specialist rationale could be 
lost if certain surface disturbing activities.were to occur, (2) it will enable 
those natural systems an opportunity to reach their full potential, (3) the 
public was generally in favor of the area being designated, (4) public lands are 
being subjected to increased land use pressures and lack-"of activity on the. 
mesas in the past cannot be assumed for the future , and (5) designation provides 
defined boundaries and a clear management objective so both public.land managers 
and resource users can plan accordingly. 

ACEC designation is a management tool, which when properly used, can provide 
flexibility to allow compatible development to occur while Still safeguarding 
those valued resources needing speci.sl'nanagement. ACEC designation provides 
a special management plan which considers multiple use. activities while research 
natural areas are specifically established and maintained for the primary purpose 

. 
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RECOMMENOATION-ANALYSIS-OECISION CONTINilED: 

of research and education. 

ACEC designation for these mesas represents a notification to all potential 
resource users that these particular public lands located within the defined 
boundaries have resource values which the Bureau is committed to protecting. 
Designation is a tool which cautions land managers that special management 
is needed and that no activity should be authorized until the impacts are 
known and mitigation developed. Designation cautions potential resource 
users that a particular area is sensitive to various surface disturbing 
activities and because the areas are defined, these resource users can plan 
accordingly. 

, 

Without the designation and the defined boundaries; resource users and new 
land managers have no way of knowing if or why an area is being provided 
special management. Difficulties often arise because a resource user has 
invested time and money in a resource development plan only to find that a 
particular area has resource values the managing agency is trying to protect. 
As a result, both parties suffer and resource management is accomplished by 
confrontation rather than cooperation. 

Designation of these mesas constitutes a management commitment. This is an 
important element of the ACEC process. Designation as an ACEC is followed 
by the development of a special management plan which will control BLM's 
management program for the areas. No activity incompatible or inconsistent 
with the special management plan will be allowed or undertaken by the BLM 
unless the activity would be in public's interest and the plan is amended. 
BLM planning and management activities ,on.public lands outside of but affecting 
an ACEC should also be supportive and consistent with the ACEC objective as 
far as possible. . 

This management commitment reinforces the BLM's recognition of the special 
resource values in the defined area and provides up-front notification to 
resource users of what, activities ,are consistent with the management goals 
for the area. State director concurrence adds strength to the District's 
management commitment by assuring full support for the designation at the 
highest BLM management level in the State. 

ACEC designation provides a sound basis for implementing protective stipulations 
on proposed activities that will take place in the defined areas. Many 
times, the Bureau's protective management is litigated to the Interior Board 
of Land Appeal (IBLA) as being too restrictive and without merit (e.g., oil 
and gas categories, withdrawals, etc.). Past IBLA decisions have reflected 
how well BLM was able to justify its actions. ACEC designation would add 
credence to BLM's position because (1) designation is based on the identi- 
fication of resource values or hazards which meet the ACEC criteria of relevance 
and importance (Areas of Critical Environmental Concern; Policy and -Procedures . 

. .. 

. 
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RECOMMENDATlOti-ANALYSIS-DECISION 'CONTINUEO: 

Guidelines, Federal Register, August 27, 1980), (2) designation was conducted 
through the BLM planning process where public input was solicitated on the 
proposed ACEC area (Planning; Rules and Regulations, Federal Register, 
August 7, 1979), (3) designation was approved only after an evaluation of the 
proposed area's need for special management (4) development of special 
management plans (protective stipulations) are mandated by FPLMA, Section 
102, (ll), (5) a multiple use analysis.was conducted on the various support 
needs (protective management recommendations) identified for the specialist 
recommendation and the alternatives, thereby justifying the various protect- 
ive measures, and (6) the ACEC designation procedures represent "due process," 
and the delineation of the ACEC boundary .and the develdpment of the special 
management plan will provide a clear, concise statement to all potential 
public land users of BLM's management goals for the area, something protective 
stipulations without the designation and a clearly defined boundary fail to 
do. 
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UNITED STATES 

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 

BUREAU OF LAN0 MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEhFidT FRAMEWORK PLAN 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

. 

Nameh’AFP) 
Henry Mountain P.A. 

*ctivity wi 1 dl i fe 

’ Roferonco Numbor ACEC/ML-l .2 

RECOMMENDATION ACEC/WL-1.2 

Designate approximately 36,000 acres, (2 percent of the total planning area) 
including most of Swap Mesa and Cave Flat of the Henry Mountain Planning 
Area, as an Area of Critical Environmental Concern and manage this area to 
protect and prevent irreparable damage to its wildlife resources. 

RATIONALE 

In 1941, as part of a nationwide effort to increase American bison numbers, the 
Department of the Interior-Grazing Service, the Utah State Department of Fish 
and Game, the San Rafael Grazing District Advisory.Board and the Carbon-Emery 
Fish and Game Association jointly participated in establishing a free-roaming 
herd in southeastern Utah. Although the herd was originally introduced into 
the San Rafael region of southeastern Utah, by 1949 it had moved into the Burr 
Desert Grazing District (Greenland, 1949). The herd ranged in this area until 
1964 when it moved to the west side of the Henry Mountains. It was at this 
time that the herd began to show a seasonal altitudinal migration pattern 
summering on the mountain and wintering on the desert areas to the southwest 
(Cave Flat and Swap Mesa). It is believed that the major reasons for these 
sudden shifts in range use patterns were forage conditions and,human disturb- 
ances. Today, the Henry Mountains provide range for approximately 200 
mature bison. 

The Cave Flat-Swap Mesa area satisfies the ACEC designation criteria of 
relevance and importance and requires special management attention to 
"protect and prevent irreparable damage to important . . ..natural systems or 
processes....". This region of the planning area meets the ACEC criterium 
of relevance in that it is important wildlife habitat that requires special 
management to protect and prevent irreparable damage to it. For approximately 
the last 15 years, Cave Flat and Swap Mesa have provided suitable winter 
range for the bison herd. These mesas constitute approximately 92 percent 
(36,000 acres) of the current bison winter range and are heavily used during 
severe winters when the bison are forced from their higher intermediate 

Because of their remoteness and poor access, these mesas also 
bF!%e escape cover and seclusion from man and his related activities. 

The Cave Flat-Swap Mesa area satisfies the ACEC criterium of importance in 
that this area has special worth when compared to similar or like resources. 
The Utah Division of Wildlife Resources has classified both Cave Flat and 
Swap Mesa as crucial-critical bison winter range and Cave Flat as crucial- 
critical deer winter range. The UDWR identifies crucial-critical habitat as 
being necessary to sustain the existence and/or perpetuation or introduction 
of one or more species of historic or existing, high interest wildlife 
during critical periods of their life cycle. This classification includes 
all habitats judged to be highly sensitive to surface disturbance.or areas 
where fish or wildlife management considerations dictate that no disturbance 
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could be tolerated by the plants and animals present on the site. Professional 
opinion is that disturbance to highly sensitive habitats will result in 
irreversible changes in species composition and/or biological productivity 
of the area. 

Another feature that gives Cave Flat and Swap Mesa special worth is that this ' 
area provides crucial-critical winter range for a sensitive species. Based 
upon sensitive species selection criteria set forth in BLM Manual Section 
6840.34 (B)(4), which states: "Plants and animals whose populations are 
consistently small and widely dispersed, or whose ranges are restricted to a 
few localities within a given state, such that any appreciable reduction in 
numbers, habitat availability, or habitat condition might lead toward local 
extirpation or extinction may.be designated sensitive...." the Henry Mountain 
bison herd qualifies as a candidate for sensitive species designation. 

The Henry Mountain bison herd is the only hunted, free-roaming herd in the 48 
contiguous states. As such, this herd and the habitat which supports it 
constitute important wildlife resources of state and national significance. 

The current management plans for the area are inadequate because they (1) do 
not recognize that the area is crucial to the existence of the bison herd; (2) 
do not designate the area to protect wildlife values; (3) do not provide 
sufficient safeguards to preserve and protect the unique values present; or 

i:r! ieer herd 
o not recognize the importance of the Cave Flat area to the Henry Mount- 

. 

'These management plan deficiencies are especially significant because the 
potential for energy exploration and development in the area is high; The 
Cave Flat and Swap Mesa areas contain high grade coal deposits. Meadowlark 

, Farms, a subsidiary of AMAX Coal, has submitted a proposal to strip mine over 
6,000 acres on Cave Flat and Swap Mesa. In addition the proposal calls for 
construction and operation of a conveyor system, powerline and access roads 
to/through the areas. These activities would obviously disturb and disrupt 
the bison and deer life cycles and possibly cause changes in patterns of range 
use. This would/could cause conflicts with other land uses (e.g., livestock 
grazing), cause a significant decline in bison/deer herd numbers, and pre- 
cipitate movement to other areas. In addition developments/improvements would 
'improve access to the area. This would increase ORV use of the area which 
would increase the potential for habitat destruction and harrasment of the 
herds (including illegal hunting, etc.). 

Any surface disturbing activities that caused the bison to change their 
pattern of range use could significantly affect their numbers. For example, 
during the period of time the herd ranged on the Burr Desert region of the 
planning area it grew at an average annual rate of about 4 percent. However, 
during the period the herd has utilized its present range it has grown from 63 
to estimated 290 animals (including calves and yearlings) or an average annual 1 ---' 
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RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION CONTINUED: 

increase of 9 percent. These data suggest that-the present range provides the 
bison with much more suitable habitat. This herd growth has permitted a legal 
hunting harvest of 27 animals annually for the past 3 years. 

Designation provides a means of identifying to other government agencies 
(especially the State Land Commission) those areas where an exchange of 
isolated state sections should occur because of potential resource use con- 
flicts. The State of Utah tries to obtain the highest economic return on 
the use of all state school sections. Many times th'is leads to serious land 
use conflicts with other public land managing agencies. Unless the BLM 
specifically designates certain areas to establish clearly defined management 
objectives and then takes the appropriate steps to.exchange out isolated 
State sections where resource preservation-is desired, the potential for 
conflicting resource uses (similar to the Cotter Corp. problem) will continue. 
Good land management requires readily identifiable management objectives 
which will guide all resource users especially when a particular resource 
value has been identified for protection. Designation achieves this goal. 

Designating Cave Flat and Swap Mesa as an ACEC would provide the special 
management needed to protect this crucial-critical bison and deer winter 
range. Designation would insure that bison habitat was managed on a priority 
basis and that other land use activities included stipulations and mitigation 
measures adequate to protect this valuable wildlife resource. ACEC designat- 
ion ,for the Bison habitat was also proposed by the general public. 

SUPPORT NEEDS 

-Activity Management Plan 
-Close area to ORV use from December 21 to March 20 
-Habitat improvement projects (burning or chaining) 
-Water developments 
-Oil and gas: Category 2 with stipulations on season and distance from 

riparian zones 
-Exchange out all State sections 

MULTIPLE USE ANALYSIS 

A small portion of Cave Flat lies within wilderness study area (WSA) 248. 
While this area remains as a WSA, adequate protection will be provided through 
the use of the interim management policy for WSAs. If the WSA portion is not 
approved by Congress as a wilderness area, the following impacts could be 
expected from the recommendation and support needs: 

MINERALS - Impacts relating to coal development can be fo.und under the coal 
unsuitability analysis of this document. 



RECOMMENDATION -ANALYSIS-tECiSiDN CONTINUED: 1 a 
L. 

Impacts to the oil and gas development program will be negligible since oil 
and gas exploration can continue to occur with'stipulations. 

RANGE - The support needs for this recommendation request that livestock 
grazing be excluded from Swap Mesa and Cave Flat except for research purposes. 
Livestock grazing on these areas in the past has been limited to stray cows 
which work their way up to Cave Flat. Although there was never a formal 
agreement with the livestock permittees, most of the operators have generally 
kept their livestock off Cave Flat and Swap Mesa. Since livestock grazing 
has been limited in the proposed ACEC area, no serious impacts would result 
from a,continuation of this practice. 

There could be a more serious negative impact if the area is dropped from 
the allotments and suitable forage is not counted toward meeting the overall 
preference of the livestock operators. Not grazing an area but keeping it as . 
part of an allotment could be considered preferable to actually removing the 
area from the allotment and having it declared off-bounds to any future 
livestock use. This could lead to an appeal if the permittees were adverse 
to setting aside specific habitat for single use and their preference was 
significantly reduced. These concerns could probably be alleviated if.bison 
use is not allowed to occur on other areas within the affected allotments. 

WATERSHED - There would be no identifiable impacts from this recommendation 
') 

unless grazing use caused a significant deterioration in vegetative cover. 
Excluding livestock use would significantly reduce the possibility for over 
grazing to occur at least in terms of direct competition between livestock 
and bison. Restricting ORV use 'to existing roads will also be beneficial in 
helping to maintain existing plant cover. 

RECREATION - There would be a positive impact to the recreation program from 
, this recommenda'tion. The annual buffalo hunt is an important recreational 

activity in the resource area and this recommendation would help in preserving 
habitat essential to the survival of the herd. Current use data indicates 
that 26 hunters spend a week in the area and bring 3 to 4 assistants with 
them. In addition, sightseeing trips are made by the general public to take . 
advantage of the herd's location in the planning area. This is important in 
terms of the herd's familiarity region wide and the potential for out-of- 
state hunters to obtain a bison permit. 

ALTERNATIVE 1 (No Action) 

Take no action to designate Cave Flat or Swap Mesa as an ACEC for bison 
crucial-critical habitat. 

MULTIPLE USE ANALYSIS 

-. 
Currently, the only protection provided for Cave Flat and 
Category 4 "no lease" classification .on a portion of both 

Swap Mesa is a 
1- fly \ 

areas. The remainder 1 -.-' 
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RECOMMENDATION -ANALYSIS-DECISION CONTIkJEO: 

of the two areas is in a Category 1 "open lease" status. Impacts will be 
analyzed assuming these conditions to exist. 

MINERALS - There would be a negative impact to the oil and gas exploration and 
development program from those areas still classified in a Category 4 situat- 
ion. This adverse impact is based on the location of Swap Mesa and Cave Flat 
in the Paradox Basin which is noted for its formations of bioherms (porous 
caverns which act as repositories for hydrocarbon deposits) and structural 
traps (hydrocarbons trapped in permeable and/or porous rock formations by an 
overlayer of impermeable rock) that have the potential for large deposits of 
oil anh gas resources. If the area remains in a no lease classification, 
exploratory drilling will be excluded from the area and potential production 
data cannot be obtained. 

Keeping the 
benefit the 
to drill in 
only way to 
'deposits. 

remainder of the area in a Category 1 status would positively 
oil and gas exploration program by allowing the opportunities 
the future. Actual on-the-ground drilling operations is the 
acturately determine the real worth of the area for oil and gas 

WATERSHED - No impacts of any consequence would result to the watershed 
values from this alternative if land use continues at the same level it has 
occurred in the past. Use in the area has been minimal (ORV use usually 
associated with the annual buffalo hunt and BLM administration) and impacts to 
the watershed have been insignificant. If future land use pressures (oil and 
gas drilling, increased level of ORV use, etc.) increase', watershed conditions 
could be seriously effected on those areas where these activities are not 
controlled. Because of the limited annual rainfall (7-10 inches), and fragile 
soils, surface disturbing activities leave scars that are not easily rehabilitated 
by nature or man. Rainfall, when it does occur, usually comes in cloudbursts 
which can carry off large amounts of exposed soils. Limiting the amount of 
disturbed areas requires the control of those activities which are the most 
harmful (ORV use, oil and gas drilling, overgrazing). This no,action alternative 
fails to adequately address these potential problems. 

WILDLIFE - The rationale for the ACEC recommendation addresses the potential 
impacts which could occur without designation and implementation of the 
support needs. 

RECREATION - Adverse impacts could result to recreati.on, specifically hunting 
and wildlife observation. Failure to designate crucial critical habitat for 
buffalo as an ACEC could result in the herd moving to a different location'in 
response to man-caused environmental changes that ACEC recognition would other- 
wise prohibit. Herd numbers could decline, depending on the carrying capacity 
of the new area, resulting in a reduction of the quality of hunting opportunities 
and recreational sightseeing. 

.-.. . 
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RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-iECISION CONTIi4UEO: D 
Designation also cautions area managers, present and future, of the resource 
values which need special management attention. In this case, bison habitat 
has been identified as a resource value which needs protection both in terms 
of managing and enhancing the bison herd and maintaining the recreation 
benefits (hunting and sightseeing the free roaming herd) that results from 
having the bison in the area. Failure to designate leaves ho clear signals to. 
other resource users as to what other types of resource uses would be permiss- 
ible within- the area and resource use conflicts will continue to occur.. 

l 
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UNITED STATES 

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 

BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FqAPAEWORK PLAN 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

‘Nemo (MFP) 

'Henry Mountain P.A. 
Activity ‘* . 

Wildlife 
Reference Number 

MULTIPLE USE RECOMMENDATION ACEC/WL-1.2 ' 

Accept the specialist recommendation as written. 

RATIONALE 

Bison crucial-critical habitat has been identified as needing special management 
attention. The Henry Mountain bison herd can be considered a sensitive species 
because of its limited numbers and low distribution on public lands in the 
western states. Any activities which would disturb their critical winter habitat 
could lead to an extinction of the herd in the Henry Mountain or cause a migration 
into a new area causing a whole new set of resource use conflicts. 

In addition to the specialist recommendation, the general public suggested ACEC 
designation for the bison habitat at the issue identification phase and a majority 
of the comments received, favored the designation. 

SUPPORT NEEDS 

Implement the support needs identified under the specialist recommendation. 

DECISION ACEC/WL-1.2 (See State Director Concurrence section) 

Accept the multiple use recommendation and the identified support needs as 
written. 

RATIONALE 
, 

The rationale for the specialist recommendation clearly identifies those 
resource values which meet the ACEC criteria of relevance and importance and 
supports the need for the designation a,nd the development of a special 
management plan. 

ACEC designation was determined to be appropriate for this recommendation 
because (1) special resource values as identified by the specialist rationale 
could be lost if certain surface disturbing activities were to occur, (2) 
according to sensitive species selection criteria set forth in BLM manual, 
Section 6840.34(B) (4), the bison herd qualifies as a candidate for sensitive 
species designation which compels the use of special management to protect 
and enhance their critical winter range, (3) designation would enable the 
development of this habitat to its full potential for the bison herd (4) the 
herd has a regional popularity and the public recommended and approved the 
area being designated, (5) public lands are being subjected to increased 
land use pressures (recreational , mineral development, grazing‘, etc.).and a 
lack of activity in the proposed area in the past cannot be.assumed for the 
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RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION CONTINUED: 

future, and (6) designation provides defined boundaries and a clear management 
objective so both public land managers and resource users can plan accordingly. 

ACEC designation is a management tool, which when properly used, can provide 
flexibility to allow compatible development to occur while still safeguarding 
those valued resources needing special attention. Without special management, 
resource use conflicts and human harassment could develop which could cause 
(1) the herd to decline or eventually die out, (2) a migration of the herd 
onto other public and/or private lands resulting in renewed management 
problems, (3) increased susceptibility to disease and accidents, and (4) 
reproductive impairment (i.e. abortions, lower calve survivability and 
growth rates). L 

ACEC designation for Cave Flat and Swap Mesa represents a notification to 
all potential resource users that these particular public lands located 
within the defined boundaries have resource values which the Bureau is 
committed to,protecting. Designation is a tool which cautions land managers 
that special management is needed and that no activity should be authorized 
until the impacts are known and mitigation developed. Designation cautions 
potential resource users that a particular area is sensitive to various 
surface disturbing activities and because the areas are defined, these 
resource users can plan accordingly. 

Without the designation and the defined boundaries, resource users and new 
land managers have no way of knowing if or why an area is being provided 
special management. Difficulties often arise because a resource user has 
invested time and money in a resource development plan only to find that a 
particular area has resource values the managing agency is trying to protect. 
As a result, both parties suffer and resource management is accomplished by 

, confrontation rather than cooperation. 

Designation constitutes a management commitment. This is an important 
element of the ACEC process. Designation as an ACEC is followed by the 
development of a special management plan which will control BLM's management 
program for the area. No activity incompatible or inconsistent with the 
special management plan will be allowed or undertaken by the BLM unless the 
activity would be in public's interest and the plan is amended. BLM planning 
and management activities on public lands outside of but affecting an ACEC 
should also be supportive and consistent with the ACEC objective as far as 
possible. 

This management commitment reinforces the BLM's recognition of the special 
resource values in the defined area and provides up-front notification to 
resource users of what activities are consistent with the management goals for 
the area. State Director concurrence adds strength to the District's management 
commitment by assuring full support for the designation at the highest BLM 
management level in the State. 

28 
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ACEC designation provides a sound basis for implementing protective s-tip- 
ulations on proposed activities that will take place in the defined area. 
Many times, the Bureau's protective management is litigated to the Interior 
Board of Land Appeal (IBLA) as being too restrictive and without merit (e.g., 
oil and gas categories, withdrawals, etc.). Past IBLA decisions have re- 
flected how well BLM was able to justify its actions. ACEC designation would 
add credence to BLM's position because (1) designation is based on the 
identification of resource values or hazards which meet the ACEC criteria of 
relevance and importance, (Areas of Critical Environmental Concern; Policy 
and Procedures Guidelines, Fede,ral Register, August 27, 1980,) (2) desig- 
nation was conducted through the BLM planning process where public input was 
solicited on the proposed ACEC area (Planning; Rules and Regulations, Federal 
Register, August 7, 1979), (3) designation was approved only after an eval- 
uation of the proposed area's need for special management, (4) development of 
special management plans (protective stipulations) are mandated by FPLbfA, 
Section 102, (ll), (5) a multiple use analysis was conducted on the various 
support needs (protective management recommendations) identified for the 
specialist recommendation and the alternatives, thereby justifying the 
various protective measures, and (6) the ACEC designation procedures re- 
present "due process", and'the delineation of the ACEC boundary and the 
development of the special management plan will provide a clear, concise 
statement to all potential public land users of BLM's management goals for 
the area, something protective stipulations without the designation and a 
clearly defined boundary fail to do . 

_----------o--------------------------- I 

State Director concurrence.was %ot:.given 'Ifor+thisW::proposed-rlecision;": SeeState!, 
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MANAGEMENT FRPMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 
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Henry Mountain P.A. 
Activity 

ACEC Wildlife 
Roferenco Numbor 

ACEC/WL-1.3 

RECOMMENDATION ACEC/WL-1.3 

Designate No Man Mesa containing approximately 360 acres as an Area of Critical 
which supports a diversity of ecological associations for scientific study. 

RATIONALE 

No Man Mesa is located in Garfield County, Utah approximately 33 miles due 
south of the town of Hanksville in the southwest sector of the Henry Mountain 
Planning Area. This mesa rises abruptly from the desert floor and is geologically 
typical of the me'sas in southeastern Utah. The nearly vertical slopes make 
access to the mesa impossible except by helicopter, This mesa covers approximately 
.6 square mile (320 acres) and constitutes less than 0.01 percent of the 
planning area. 

No Man Mesa meets the ACEC designation criteria of relevance and importance 
relic and requires special management attention to "protect and prevent 
irreparable damage to its important natural systems.;..". 

No Man Mesa satisfies the ACEC criterium of relevance because it represents an 
area of cold-desert shrubland which contains natural systems that support a 
diversity of ecological associations. In addition, although there has never 
been any formal biological or ecological surveys conducted on this mesa, it 
is not unrealistic to believe that this area may contain "new" findings on 
the biology and ecology of cold-desert shrublands. As such, this area is of 
premium value for scientific research and should not be subjected to any 

'consumptive use that would alter either its physical or biological character. 

No Man Mesa satisfies the ACEC criterium of importance in that it has special 
, worth when compared to like or similar resources. This mesa has never been 

subjected to any major man-related activity that would have altered its 
biological or ecological character or those naturally occurring physical 
processes which formed them. As such, this mesa is an ecological refuge that 
has preserved suitable environmental conditions for those plant and animal 
communities adapted to it. Such natural areas are extremely rare and require 
special management attention to insure that their natural qualities are 
preserved. Another feature that gives this mesa special worth when compared 
to similar resources is its size. 
Planning Area are less than 1 acre. 

Most relic areas in the Henry Mountain 
Although these areas are adequate for 

reference or comparison purposes they are not large enough for scientific 
study. No Man Mesa is large enough to. conduct simultaneous long term research 
projects and as such is an important "field laboratory" where baseline 
research can be conducted to evaluate the impacts of human-related activities 
on cold desert plant and animal communities. 

Still another feature that gives this mesa special worth is its location. 
This mesa is in close proximity to heavily grazed areas of similar terrain 
and as such would be useful in determining what effects grazing has had on-the 



RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION CONTINUED: 
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range. The scientific and educational values of this mesa have more than 
local significance because baseline information collected from this area can 
be applied to other cold-desert shrublands throughout the Southwest. Resource 
managers as well as scientists can use such information for rangeland compari- 
son purposes as well as determining range condition, trend and production 
potential for a specific site. In addition, such knowledge can be applied to 
determine how various land treatments and land use practices influence plant 
and animal communities and their ecological associations. 

The importance of natural areas and the need for special management attention 
was discussed fully by E. William Anderson in a paper presented to the Society 
of Range Management in 1975. He identified the following reasons for establish- 
ing and protecting natural areas: 1 

1. Because natural biological and physical processes occur unhindered 
which the effects of man's intervention in the natural environment can be 
studied and evaluated. 

2. Natural areas are the cornerstone of the sciences of resource 
management. In respect to range science, they provide the basis for (a) 
defining range sites; (b) determining range conditions; and (c) deter- 
mining the trend of range condition under grazing and other uses of the 
resource, all of which are fundamentally the ecological basis for range 
resource management. 

. 

3. Natural areas provide representative plant communities or ecosystems 
which serve as outdoor laboratories where we can increase our knowledge 
about ecological dynamics, the specific effects of herbivores on the 
ecosystem, and the impacts of man's ever-increasing manipulations of the 
landscape. 

4. Present-day knowledge is not adequate to meet the increasing 
demands on our resources and problems of land use. An adequate number 
of suitable natural areas is needed to help educate the public through 
informal nature tours and structured class and research activities in 
outdoor education, conservation, natural history, and universities. 

5. If suitable areas are not designated as natural areas, they 
likely will be lost as land comes under more intensive use. 'Even 
designated natural areas can be lost as land is diverted to other uses 
unless their:'scientific and educational values are brought to the 
attention of the land owners and managers and those responsible for 
land use planning and zoning. The fewer natural areas we have, the 
more important-that they be preserved, 'or future generations will be 
denied a richness of experience by our unwise actions. 
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RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION CONTIRUED: 
A 

6. Natural areas are vital sanctuaries for the individual species, 
both flora and fauna, of the complex biological community. Natural 
areas provide essential genetic reservoirs of native fauna and flora. 

All domesticated crops spring from the pool of wild genes. Preserving 
this source of wild genes is actually preserving our future supplies of 
food and fiber. Furthermore, none of us can predict the benefits that 
may be found tomorrow from research on some obscure native organism, or 
the difficulties that might follow the destruction of some biological 
element of nature whose function we do not now fully understand. 

7. Comprehensive knowledge of existing natural areas, species habitat, 
important geological, phenomenal, and natural features of special 
interest is necessary if we are to preserve a complete spectrum of our 
natural heritage. 

8. The economic welfare of a region is largely based upon the strength 
and soundness of its resource-oriented enterprises and the propriety of 
its resource use; Primary beneficiaries of research, education, and 
resource management studies are those who make their living directly 
from the resources. In each locality, however, there also is a business 
community, which is dependent for its livelihood on the local resources 

: industries. Such spin-off benefits go even farther, affecting the 
general public, until the whole list of valid reasons why natural areas 
are needed becomes deeply involved in the. eventual economic welfare of 
communities, states, and nations. 

Current management plans for No Man Mesa are inadequate because they do not 
recognize the scientific and educational values of this area or insure that 
such values are enhanced and protected for the public good. Although the . 
1974 Management Framework Plan (MFP) for the Henry Mountain Planning Area ,,,-----.. 
recommended that No Man Mesa be identified as a Research Natural Area, no/ 
formal designation was ever adopted. \ 
There are currently no formally recognized natural areas in the Henry Mountain' 

) 

Planning Area. ACEC designation of No Man Mesa would identify the resource 
values of this mesa for scientific organizations such as: the Federal Com- 
ittee on Research Natural Areas, the U.S. International Biological Program, 
the Nature-Conservancy, the Society of American Foresters and the Society for 
Range Management. These organizations are actively engaged in the identi- 
fication, acquisition, protection and scientific investigation of these 
natural areas. As stewards of the public lands, BLM also has a responsibility 
to identify and protect lands which qualify as natural areas for the benefit 
of the general public and the scientific community. ACEC designation would 
remind future BLM resource managers of the scientific and educational values 
of these mesas and insure that future land use activities did not destroy 
these values. 
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SUPPORT NEEDS 

-Category 4 oil and gas leasing. 
-Develop management plan recognizing scientific values of No Man Mesa. 
-Exclude livestock grazing. 

MULTIPLE USE ANALYSIS 

No Man Mesa lies within wilderness study area (WSA) 248. While the area remains 
as a WSA, adequate protection will be provided through the use of the interim 
management policy for WSAs. If the WSA is not approved by Congress as a wilder- 
ness area, the following impacts could be expected from the recommendation and 
its support needs: . 

MINERALS - Although there is a geologic potential for oil and gas deposits in 
the No Man Mesa area, oil and gas exploration activity in the past has been 
minimal and no serious impacts would result from the ACEC designation. Even 
though the Mesa would be put into a Category 4 "no lease" situation, the top of 
the mesa is only approximately 320 acres. It is highly unlikely that an oil or 
gas deposit of commercial quantity would conform exactly to the shape of the 
mesa thereby preventing the extraction of the resource. No other negative 
impacts would result to the minerals program from this designation. 

RANGE/WATERSHED/RECREATION - No impacts were identified to these resources from 
the recommendation and its support needs because there is currently no established 
access trail to the top of the Mesa. 

I 
ALTERNATIVE 1 

Designate No Man Mesa as a Research Natural Area. 
* 

RATIONALE 

In addition to those reasons identified in'the rationale for the ACEC reeommend- 
ation, designation of this area as a Research Natural Area will provide pro- 
cedures for the management and protection of public lands having natural char- 
acteristics that are unusual or that are of scientific or other special interests. 
43 CFR 8823.0-5 defines a "Research Natural Area"; as an area that is established 
and maintained for the primary purpose of research,.and education because the 
land has one or more of the following characteristics=-'(l) a typical represent- 
ation of a common plant or animal association; (2) an unusual plant or animal 
association; (3) a threatened or endangered plant or animal species; (4) a 
typical representation of common geologic, soil, or water features; or (5)' 
outstanding or unusual geologic, soil, or water features. 

No Man Mesa was recommended for designation as a Research Natural Area in the 
1974 MFP, but no formal designation was ever made. The decision authorized the 
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RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION CONTINUED: 

designation after the completion of a study of the area to be done by the end 
of FY 1976. Even though this study was never conducted, the mesa because of 
its isolated nature and absence of man related disturbances makes an ideal 
candidate for designation'as a natural area. The manageability of the Mesa 
as a natural area is very favorable because of its isolated and remote 
features. 

SUPPORT NEEDS 

Same as those listed for the ACEC recommendation. 

MULTIPLE USE ANALYSIS a 

Impacts from this alternative would be the same as those described under the 
multiple use analysis for the wildlife ACEC recommendation (ACEC/WL-1.3). 

ALTERNATIVE 2 (No Action) 

Take no action to designate No Man Mesa, 

MULTIPLE USE ANALYSIS 

Currently, No Man Mesa has no restrictive stipulations for surface disturbing 
activities which could occur there. Impacts will be analyzed from this 
condition of no stipulations. 

‘MINERALS - There would be a posiiive impact to the minerals program if no re- 
strictive stipulations were placed on exploration and development activities. 
This would be a slight impact since the potential for any valuable commercial 

. quantities of various types of mineral products is not considered to be very 
good. The benefit is a result of having the option to explore or drill some 

.time in the future. 

RANGE/WATERSHED/WILDLIFE - This alternative is in conflict 'wiXh%e Range 
ACEC recommendation (ACEC/RM-1.1) to designate and preserve/reference areas. 
Impacts from this alternative could range from none to a significant adverse 
effect. Reference areas/natural areas serve as outdoor laboratories for the 
study of range sites, natural systems, and/or plant associations. If this 
Mesa is not adequately identified and protected, surface disturbing activ- 
ities could easily destroy the baseline vegetation and ecological associ- 
ations which are used as a comparison for resource management. The whole 
concept of reference area/natural area has no meaning or substance if these 
areas cannot be.preserved in their natural state. Any activity which could 
disturb the surface of this Mesa (i.e., grazing, mining, ORV use, etc.) must 
oe restricted if the reference area/natural area is to serve as a viable tool 
for rangeland management. Designation and protection is needed so that this 
mesa will not be lost to other uses because the land manager was unaware of 
its value. More intensive land.use occurs on public lands.each year, and 
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because of this, the potential to lose these valuable areas is very high. 
Failure to designate and incorporate adequate protective stipulations in the 
MFP could easily result in the loss of mesa’s value as a natural area. As 
the rationale for the ACEC pointed out, natural areas can be just as valuable 
a resource for public use as other types of resources which can be measured 
in dollars and cents. 
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UNITED STATES 

DEFARThlENT OF THE INTERIOR 

BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENilATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION ACEC/WL-1.3 

MULTIPLE USE RECOMMENDATION ACEC/WL-1.3 

Reject the specialist recommendation. 

RATIONALE 

No Wan Mesa should not be considered as an ACEC at this time. No study or find- 
ings have shown that this mesa has ecological'or biological characteristics that 
would support the designation. 'If any of these characteristics are discovered 
at a later date, the area.could again be considered for designation. .In the 
mean time adequate protection will be maintained through multiple use management. 

1 
SUPPORT NEEDS 

Implement the support needs identified under the specialist recommendation except 
for the special management plan. 

_DECISION ACEC/WL-1.3 

Accept the multiple,use recommendation with the following modification: 
: 

a) Initiate funding request through,the.Annual-,Work Plan (AWP) to contract a 
study to determine the ecological and biological significance of No Man"' 
Mesa. a .' _.. 

RATIONALE 
. . 

The rationale for the specialist recommendationprovides evidence of the 
potential for the mesa to have unique,ecological and biological associations. 
This mesa is presumed to be in a near untouched state because of there,being 
no access to the top. There is a belief that several mining claims exist on 
the top which may have been established with the use.of a helicopter. A 
contracted study of the mesa will determine if there are any unique resource 
values which require special management. Because of its small size and 
isolated nature, protective stipulations (i.e&, Category 2, "no surface 
occupancy" for oil and gas) and its,inaccessibility for livestock grazing 
will provide adequate protection until the study is completed and the mesa 
can be reevaluated.' . . 

. . 
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UNITED STATES 

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 

BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

- 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Reference Number 

ACEC/WL 1.4 

RECOMMENDATION ACEC/WL 1.4 

Designate Beaver Canyon as an Area of Critical Environmental Concern and 
manage this ecological refuge area so that its natural character is preserved. 

RATIONALE 

Beaver Canyon is a cold desert riparian ecosystem, located on the west side of 
the Dirty Devil River opposite Angel Cove, in the Burr Desert region of th.e 
Henry Mountain Planning Area. This canyon is approximately 6 miles long, 1 
mile wide and from 50 to 600 feet deep. Beaver Canyon encompasses about 4,800 
acres and constitutes only 0.2 percent of the planning area. The stream flows 
northeasterly and drains into the Dirty Devil River. 

In 1978, Beaver Canyon was surveyed according to procedures outlined in the 
Integrated Habitat Inventory Classification System (BLM Manual Sec. 6002) and 
was classified as being in good condition. Based upon this method, two distinct 
habitat types were identified: intermittent stream riparian habitat and bench 
habitat. 

The intern nittent stream riparian habitat is a narrow band of vegetation along 
the streambed which covers approximately 430 acres and provides.very good 
habitat for beaver (Castor canadensis) &d waterfowl. The major plant species 
occurring on this had-itatsite include tamarisk 
(Salix spp.), cattails (Typha se.), sedge (Carex sp. 

(Tamy~;d~-a~u~i~;~y~ 

The major factor determining hab'itat quality and wildlife utilization of the 
intermittent stream habitat type is the presence of water. The first 2 miles 
of the canyon do not have any surface water and do not provide suitable habitat 
for beaver. In Section 35, T. 29 S., R. 12 Er water from a spring fills a 

, large pond created by a beaver dam. This water flows through a series of 18 
beaver dams and ponds before it sinks below the surface of the ground. Aerial 
photos and erosio,n along the streambed indicate that water very often flows at 
the surface throughout the entire streambed downstream from the spring in 
Section 35. Vegetation growth is dense and lush along this section of stream. 
Beaver use along these sections of the intermittent stream habitat is extensive; 
In nearly every-beaver pond,' beaver trails through submerged 
are visible. Many of these trails angle off to the banks on 
walls and probably lead to beaver dens in these streambanks. 
tamarisk are the dominant woody vegetation that provide food 
materials for the beaver. 

aquatic vegetation 
the steep bench 

Willows and 
as well as building 

In addition to beaver, the intermittent stream riparian habitat site provides 
suitable habitat for mule deer (Odocoileus hemionus), coyotes (Canes latrans), 
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wood rats (Neotoma SJ.), Cottontail rabbits (Sylvilagus audubonii) and numerous 
small mammal species. 
and raptor species. 

These small mammals provide a food source for predator 

Beaver Canyon provides excellent mourning dove (Zenaidura macroura) habitat. 
The beaver ponds provide a reliable source of water and the cliffs and tamarisk 
provide abundant nesting sites. Food sources are adequate and the isolated 
location of the canyon keeps human disturbance to a minimum. 

Two species of waterfowl are commonly found in the canyon. They are mallard 
and blue-winged teal (Anas discolor). The American 

been observed in nearly all the large beaver 
ponds-winged blackbirds are very common yearlong residents of the beaver 
ponds. The willows, tamarisk and brookgrass (Catabrosa aquatica) provide 
excellent feeding, nesting and reproductive habitat for these birds. 

Western leopard frogs (Rana pipiens) and Woodhouse toads (Bufo woodhousei) also 
occupy the intermittent stream habitat site. Toads utilize the dry streambeds 
near running water while the frogs live in the pools formed by the beaver dams. 

Two species of fish, the sand shiner and the war-mouth (Chaenobrythus gulosus) 
were identified in the beaver ponds and stream sections at the mouth of the 
canyon in Section 7, T. 29 S., R. 13 E. 

The bench habitat site is made up of benchlands about 50 feet above the inter- 
mittent stream riparian habitat Site. It covers about 2,200 acres when includ- 
ing the area covered by the slickrock cliffs, a special habitat feature. The 
stream has eroded its way through material, leaving a very dry habitat site. 
The dominant vegetation in this habitat is four-wing saltbush (Atriplex 
canescens), greasewood (Sarcobatus vermiculatus), Mormon tea (Ephedra sp.) and 
kusslan thistle (Solsola kall). 

Mammals verified by sight and sign in the bench habitat site were mule deer, 
coyote, Ord Kangaroo rat (Dipodomys ordii), woodrats and Audubon cottontails . .- 
Mourning dove 
ludovicianus) 
(Falco sparve 
Three mecies 
nosed leopard 
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The sandstone cliffs, identified as a special habitat feature for this site, 
orovide excellent sites for raptor nestinq and roostinq. Althouqh no evidence 
of raptor use was observed during 
holes in the cliffs indicate that 
habitat. 

the inventory, small-whitewash-markings near 
raptors are actively utilizing the canyon 
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RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISIDN CONTINUED: 

Riparian areas are an important asset in terms of natural resources because 
they are a crucial source of biological diversity. They provide popular re- 
creational opportunities, are highly valued by livestock for grazing, watering 
sites and resting areas, prevent soil erosion on streambanks and are used by 
wildlife more proportionally than any other habitat type. 

In the semi-arid West, such areas are extremely scarce and make up a relatively 
small portion of the land resources. Riparian area degradation has resulted in 
conditions which adversely influence water quality and quantity, recreational 
fisheries, area aesthetics, and a wide range of fish and wildlife values, 
including many endangered, threatened, and sensitive species. 

Beaver Canyon meets the ACEC designation criteria of relevance and importance 
and requires special management to protect and prevent irreparable damage to 
its natural systems. This canyon meets the ACEC criterium of relevance because 
it is a unique natural system that requires special management to protect its 
resource values. Beaver Canyon is a cold desert riparian ecosystem that 
provides much needed riparian habitat inan otherwise. desert environment. 
In addition to providing suitable beaver and other mammalian habitats, this 
riparian ecosystem also provides ideal habitat for migrating and nesting 
waterfowl as well as some fish, amphibian and reptilian species (as described 
in the previous paragraphs). 

Beaver Canyon satisfies the ACEC criterium of importance in that it has special 
worth when compared to similar resources. Located in the Burr Desert region of 
the Henry. Mountain Planning Area, this canyon is an ecological refuge that has 

-maintained suitable environmental conditions for those plant and animal species 
adapted to it. This cold desert riparian ecosystem is one of the few riparian 
systems in the planning area that is in good ecological condition and as such 
is a very rare environmental resource. 

, 

Beaver Canyon is one of the few areas in the planning area that supports 
beaver. Although a few beaver may still be found along Halls, Ticaboo, Four 
Mile, Two Mile, Trachyte and Cresent Creeks, the Beaver Canyon population is 
unique in that it has constructed several dams using typical desert vegetation 
rather than willows or cottonwoods. As such, these animals may qualify as : 
candidates for sensitive species designation as outlined in Section 6840.33 of 
the BLM Manual. 

Still another factor that gives Beaver Canyon special worth when compared to 
like or similar resources is its size. This drainage system encompasses 
approximately 4,800 acres making it one of the largest riparian ecosystems jn 
good condition in the planning area. (. 

Designation provides a means of identifying to other government agenciek (especi- 
ally the State Land Commission) those areas where an exchange of isolated state 
sections should occur because of potential resource use conflicts. The State 
of Utah tries to obtain the highest economic return on the use of all state 
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school sections. Many times this leads to serious land use conflicts with 
other public land managing agencies. Unless the BLM specifically designates 
certain areas to establish clearly defined management objectives and then takes 
the appropriate steps to exchange out isolated state sections where resource 
preservation is desired, the potential for conflicting resource uses (similar 
to the Cotter Corporation problem) will continue, Good land management requires 
readily identifiable management objectives which will guide all resource users 
especially when a particular resource value has been identified for protection. 
Designation achieves this goal. 

Current management plans for Beaver Canyon are inadequate because the 
existing MFP does not recognize the biological and.ecological values of this 
unique riparian habitat or make recommendations on how these values are to 
be protected. One problem with current management for this area involves 
livestock grazing. 

Beaver Canyon is in the Burr Point Allotment which is grazed between November 
1 to May 31. Although there are three access points- to the canyon, the poor 
quality of these trails and the dense vegetation has greatly restricted live- 
stock grazing. However, cattle have been observed throughout the canyon. 
Upgrading these trails could greatly increase livestock use of this area 
especially along the intermittent stream riparian habitat. This habitat is ‘; ? 
extremely sensitive to any surface disturbance activity. Livestock grazing in I 
this habitat type could result in damaged streambanks, increased soil erosion, 
reduced water quality, and native vegetation such as willows and cottonwoods 
being replaced by dense tamariskistands that would not allow reestablishment of 
native riparian vegetation. 

Another problem with,current management regards energy exploration and develop- 
ment. Although this area has been characterized by slow growth and develop- 
ment, there is a potential for energy development based on known geologic 

. 

formations in the area. Beaver Canyon, particularly the area near the mouth of 
the canyon, is an active (i.e., averaging 25 claims per acre) uranium explor- 
ation region. Cotter Corporation has extensive claims in Beaver Canyon as well 
as to the north and the south of the canyon.. Although there is no uranium 
currently being mined in Beaver Canyon, a rise in future demand could create 
such activity. Assessment work to maintain validity of claims can occur at any 
time. Uranium mining and its related activities, especially in the inter- 
mittent riparian zone would destroy the unique biological and ecological 
qualities of this ecosystem.. 

Beaver Canyon is currently in Category 4 for oil and gas exploration. However, 
the District Geologist has recommended that this area be reevaluated for 
Category 2 classification. Because of the vulnerable character of riparian 
ecosystems to surface disturbance activity, it is doubtful that special stip- 
ulations would mitigate all damage from oil and gas exploration activities. 
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Still another problem with current management is that Beaver Canyon is open to 
ORV use. Such activity, especially along the fragile intermittent stream 
riparian habitat, would seriously degrade the quality of this habitat type. 
Although not currently used by ORV users, ORV activity is expected to increase 
significantly if such proposed land use projects as the Fremont River Dam and 
Salt Wash Power Plant are constructed. The 1974 MFP makes no recommendations 
on how to manage for this anticipated increase in ORV activity. 

In summary, Beaver Canyon is an ecological refuge that is very rare and 
vulernable to surface disturbance activities. This canyon represents one of 
the few riparian ecosystems in good condition in the planning area. In addition, 
this canyon supports a unique beaver population as well as a variety of other 
wildlife species. The Bureau of Land Management, as a Federal agency, has 
been mandated by legislation and executive orders to identify, protect, main- 
tain, manage, enhance and improve riparian areas on BLM administered lands. 
ACEC designation is one management action that would help meet this mandate. 

SUPPORT NEEDS 

-Category 4 oil and gas leasing' 
-Mineral withdrawal 
-Close to ORV use 
-Develop management plan 
-Exchange out state section 
-Exclude livestock grazing 

MULTIPLE USE ANALYSIS 

Beaver Wash Canyon lies within the boundaries of 
, 236A. While the area remains as a WSA, adequate 

through the use of the interim management policy 

wilderness study area (WSA) 
protection will be provided 
for WSAs. If the WSA portion 

is not approved by Congress as a wilderness area, the following impacts could 
be expected from the recommendation and its support needs: 

MINERALS - Beaver Wash Canyon is currently in a Category 4 "no lease" situation 
and continuation of this oil.and gas classification will have a negative 
impact to the oil and gas exploration and development program. The area is 
small (approximately 4,800 acres) in relation to the rest of the planning 
area. Past drilling of wells around the periphery of the canyon has shown oil 
and gas deposits in the Pennsylvanian and Permian formations but not enough to. 
encourage further exploration or development by companies holding the leases. 

Geologic formations indicate a good potential for oil and gas deposits but 
this is dependent on whether biohens (porous caverns which act as reposit- 
ories for hydro carcon deposits) and structural traps (hydrocarbons trapped in 
permeable and/or porous rock formations by an overlayer of impermeable rock) 
exist underground. ,This geologic potential is based on the Canyon's location 
within the Paradox Basin where such bioherms and structural traps were discovered. 
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No commercial quantities of locatable minerals have been discovered in the area. 
Geologic data indicates the potential for uranium but no active drilling has 
taken place on claims in the canyon to substantiate the worth of this potential. 
ACEC designation or mineral withdrawal would not preclude entry into the canyon 
on those claims already in existence (80% of the canyon) but there could be a 
negative impact if the ACEC management plan hindered access and limited the degree 
of disturbance allowed for exploration and/or production. 

RANGE - This recommendation would have a negative impact to the livestock 
grazing use in the Burr Point allotment. This impact would be insignificant 
since'grazing use in the Canyon has been limited to a few stray cows from year 
to year. Access is the major reason why livestock have not been able to take 
greater advantage of the Canyon's lush vegetation.- Past treks through the 
canyon by BLM personnel have noted several dead cows that were trapped by soft 
mud on the wash bottom. Since grazing use in the past has been minimal and no 
identifiable negative impacts have resulted to the permittees (other than the 
dead cows), no serious impacts should occur to the grazing operations in the 
allotment by closing off this area. 

WATERSHED - This recommendation and its support needs would have a positive 
impact to the watershed values, especially as they relate to riparian zone 
protection. Restriction of grazing use, ORV use, oil and gas exploration 
and development and mineral entry would prevent any potential watershed 
damage usually associated with these ty es of uses. The riparian habitat 
(the essence of the ACEC recommendation f would positively benefit if all the 
surface disturbing activities were prohibited.- This would be in conformance 
with BLM's policy to enhance, maintain and protect all such areas. 

RECREATION - There would be a positive impact to the recreation program from 
this recommendation. This area has potential for future recreation use and is 

, part of a larger area (the canyons of the Dirty Devil River) which.have high 
recreational values related to hiking, camping, and sightseeing. This recommen- 
dation compliments the recreation ACEC recommendation (see ACEC/R-1.2) and 
would help preserve the natural values which make this area attractive from a 
recreational aspect. 

In addition to the manditory criteria for wilderness study area (WSA) designa- 
tion (size, naturalness in relation to absence of human intrusions, and out- 
standing opportunities) the canyon was also identified as having supplemental 
values (scarce cold desert riparian ecosystem in a semi-arid region rated in 
good co,ndition) which gave it high values as a WSA and should be preserved 
through designation and implementation of protective stipulations through a 
special management plan. 

ALTERNATIVE 1 

Designate Beaver Wash Canyon (4,800 acres) as a Research Natural area. 



RECOMMENOATION-ANALYSIS-iEClSlON CONTINUEO: 

RATIONALE 

In addition to those reasons identified in the rationale for the ACEC recommend- 
ation, designation of this area as Research Natural Area will provide procedures 
for the management and protection of public lands having natural characteristics 
that are unusual or that are of scientific or other special interests 43 CFR 
8823.0-5 defines a "Research Natural Area" as an area that is establiihed and 
maintained for the primary purpose of research and education because the land 
has one or,more of the following characteristics: (1) a typical representation 
of a common plant or animal association; (2) an unusual plant or animal association; 
(3) a threatened or endangered plant or animal species; (4) a typical representat- 
ion of common geologic, 
geologic, 

soil, or water features; or (5) outstanding or unusual 
soil, or water features. . 

Current management plans for Beaver Wash Canyon are inadequate because the 
existing MFP does not recognize the biological and ecological values of this 
unique riparian habitat or make recommendations on how these values are to be 
protected. 'Research Natural Area designation would resolve this problem and 
indicate to future land managers the.resource values in the canyon. 

SUPPORT NEEDS . 

Same as those listed for the ACEC recommendation. 

MULTIPLE USE ANALYSIS 

Impacts from this alternative would be the same as those described under the 
multiple use analysis for the wildlife ACEC recommendation (ACEC/WL-1.4). 

ALTERNATIVE 2 (No Action) 

Take no action to designate Beaver Wash Canyon as identified in the ACEC re- 
commendation (ACEC/WL-1.4). 

MULTIPLE USE ANALYSIS . 

Beaver.Wash Canyon is currently in a Category 4 "no lease" situation for oil 
and gas. 
in effect. 

Impacts will be analyzed assuming this same classification will be 

MINERALS - Impacts on oil and gas leasing would be the same as those described 
under the multiple use analysis for the ACEC recommendation. There would be a 
positive impact to the locatable minerals program but the impact would be 
slight. Mining claims have already been made on most of Beaver Canyon so with- 
drawing the area would not have had any effect on these claims. Therefore, 
having.no mineral withdrawal does not really add to;the positive benefits 
for mineral entry and the impact would be considered slight. 
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RANGE - This alternative would not impact the range program in the Burr Point 
allotment to any noticeable degree. BLM administered public lands in the Burr 
Point allotment total 63,294 acres while Beaver Wash Canyon has an estimated 
110 acres of riparian habitat. Based on the new SVIM inventory, there is 
approximately 3,421 AlJMs for cattle use in the allotment aand an additional 14 
AUMs would be available if grazing was to occur in the canyon. This is less 
than one percent of the total available forage in the allotment. This would 
be an insignificant amount of additional forage capacity in relation to total 
capacity in the allotment. There is also a problem with cattle getting stuck 
in the soft muddy bottom of the wash. Opening up access to.the canyon could 
increase the mortality rate of livestock. 

WATERSHED - This alternative could result in impacts ranging from none to a 
significant adverse on the watershed values in the canyon. If by chance no 
surface disturbing activities occur in the canyon , watershed values especially 
as they relate to the riparian zone should remain in good condition. But if 
livestock grazing, ORV use, mineral exploration and development occurs singely 
or in canbination, potential impacts to the current condition rating could 
easily cause a deterioration in vegetation, streambank and water quality. The 
value of the canyon as a natural area would be put in jeopardy without a 
designation and management plan. 

Soil erosion could be expected to increase because of vegetation disturbance 
and the riparian zone could be seriously impacted. BLM policy and regulations 
mandate that all riparian areas be enhanced, maintained and protected. This 
can best be achieved through a designation in the MFP which recognizes the 
Canyon's natural values and provides specific management guidelines which 
will insure a continuation and preservation of these values. 

f 

WILDLIFE - This alternative would have an overall negative impact on the 
Canyon's resource values. This impact could range from low (if minimal 
surface use of the Canyon continues) to a significant adverse (if this rare 
cold desert ecosystem currently rated in good condition is seriously effected 
by surface disturbing activities). Two resource values could be easily lost. 
The first deals with the potential to loose or degrade wildlife habitat and 
the riparian ecosystem in the canyon. These impacts are discussed in the 
rationale for the recommendation. 

The other pertains to the potential loss of the area as a research and scienti- 
fic study area. The 1974 MFP does not recognize the biological and ecological 
values of this unique riparian habitat or make recommendations on how the 
"natural area" values are to be protected. Natural areas serve as outdoor 
laboratories for the study of range sites, natural systems and/or plant assoc- 
iations. If the canyon is not adequately identified and protected, surface 
disturbing activities (ORV use, mineral drilling operations, livestock grazing) 
could easily destroy the baseline vegetation and ecological associations which 

The whole concept.of are used as canparison data for resource management. 
1 

\d' 
. 
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natural area has no meaning or substance if these areas cannot be preserved in 
their natural state. In this case, a rare cold desert riparian ecosystem 
rated in good condition could easily be lost to increased land use pressures. 
Existing as well as future land use managers must be made aware of these 
values through designation in the MFP and management guidance provided to 
assure the natural area's protection. 

RECREATION - This alternative could have a slight to a readily identifiable 
negative impact to the recreation values in the canyon. As the recreation 
section in the multiple use analysis under the recommendation points out, 
recreation values (hiking, camping and wildlife observation) and WSA values 
are both present in the canyon. Failure to designation and preserve these 
biological values could result in diminished recreational opportunities. This 
would most likely occur from surface disturbing activities (ORV use and 
mineral exploration and development) which should and can be restricted. 



UNITE0 STATES 

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 

BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT _ 

/ MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-GECISION 

I ACEC/WL-1.4 

MULTIPLE USE RECOMMENDATION ACEC/WL-1.4 . 

Accept the specialist recommendation as written. 

RATIONALE 

Those areas lying south of Section 25 are needed by livestock for watering 
and no beaver,habitat is known to exist. The topography in this area would 

purposes 

act as a natural barrier to potential intrusions. 

SUPPORT NEEDS 

-Implement the support needs identified under the Specialist recommendation. 
-Maintain livestock watering access existing in those areas south of section 

DECISION ACE~/WL-i .4 

Accept the multiple use recommendation and identified support needs as 
written. 

RATIONALE 

The rationale for the specialist recommendation clearly identifies those 
resource values which meet tht ACEC criteria of relevance and importance and 
supports the need for the designation and the development of a special management 
plan. 

ACEC designation was determined to be appropriate for this recommendation 
because (1) special resource values as identified by the specialist rationale 
could be lost if certain surface disturbing activities were to occur, (2) 
according to sensitive species selection criteria set forth in BLM manual, 
section 681 40.34(B)(5), "Plants and animals that inhabit ecological refuqia 
(i.e. an isolated habitat that has preserved suitable environmental conditions 
for those species adapted to it and is unique in its ecological and geographical 

osition in the region) may be considered sensitive..." 
h 

qualifies those 
animals adapted to Beaver Wash Canyon as candidates for sensitive 

species designation which compels the use of special management to protect 
and maintain this ecological refugia, (3) designation would enable the development 
of this riparian habitat to its full potential, (4) a majority of the comments 
received from the general public favored the designation, (5) this canyon and 
the surrounding public lands are being subjected to increased land use 
pressures (mineral exploration, grazing, ORV use, etc.) and lack of activity 
in the area in the past cannot be assumed for the future, and (6) designation 

'!. provides defined boundaries and a clear management objective so both public 
._ land managers and resource users can plan accordingly. 
._ 

. 
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ACEC designation is a management tool, which when properly used, can provide 
flexibility to allow compatible development to occur while still safeguarding 
those valued resources needing special management. ACEC designation provides 
a special management plan which considers multiple use activities while 
Research.Natural Areas are specifically established and maintained for the 
primary purpose of research and education. 

ACEC designation for Beaver Wash Canyon represents a notification to all 
potential resource users that these particular public lands located within 
the defined. boundaries have resource values which the Bureau is committed to 
protecting. Designation is a tool which cautions land managers that special 
management is needed and that no activity should be authorized until the 
impacts are known and mitigation developed. Designation cautions potential 
resource users that a particular area is sensitive to various surface disturbing 
activities and because the areas are defined, these resources users can plan 
accordingly. 

Without the designation and the defined boundaries, resource us.ers and new 
land managers have no way of knowing if or why an area is being provided 
special management. Difficulties often arise because a resource user has 
invested time and money in a resource development plan only to find that a 
particular area has resource values the managing agency is trying to protect. 
As a result, both parties suffer and resource management is accomplished by 
confrontation rather than cooperation. 

Designation constitutes, a management commitment. This is an important element 
of the ACEC process. Designation as an ACEC is followed by the development 
of a special management plan which will control BLM's management program for 

'the area. No activity incompatible or inconsistent with the special management 
plan will be allowed or undertaken by the BLM unless the activity would be in 
public's interest and the plan is amended. BLM planning and management 
activities on public lands outside of but affecting an ACEC should also be 
supportive and consistent with the ACEC objective as far as possible. 

This management commitment reinforces the BLM's recognition of the special 
resource values in the defined.area and provides up-front notification to 
resource users of what activities. are consistent with.the management goals 
for the area. State director concurrence adds strength to the District's 
management commitment by assuring full support for the designation at the 
highest BLM management level in.the State. 

ACEC designation provides a sound basis for implementing protective stipulations 
on proposed activities that will take place in the defined area. Many times, 
the Bureau's protective management is litigated to the Interior Board of Land 
Appeal (IBLA) as being too restrictive and without merit (e.g., oil and gas 

- 
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categories, withdrawals, etc.). Past IBLA decisions have reflected how well 
BLM was able to justify its actions. ACEC designation would add credence to 
BLM's position because (1) designation is based on the identification of 
resource values or hazards which meet the ACEC criteria of relevance and 
importance (Areas of Critical Environmental Concern; Policy and Procedures 
Guidelines, Federal Register; August 27, 1980), (2) designation was conducted 
through the -planning process where public input was solicited on the 
proposed ACEC area (Planning; Rules and Regulations, Federal Register, 
August 7, 1979), (3) designation was approved only after an evaluation of 
the proposed areas need for special,management, (4) development of special 
management plans (protective stipulations) are mandated by FPLMA, Section 
102, (ll), (5) a multiple use analysis was conducted on the various support 
needs (protective management recommendations) identified for the specialist 
recommendation and the alternatives, thereby justifying the various protective 
measures, and (6) the ACEC designation procedures represent "due process", 
and the delineation of the ACEC boundary and the development of the special 
management plan will provide a clear, concise statement to all potential 
public land users of BLM's management goals for.the area, something protective 
stipulations without the designation and a clearly defined-boundary fail to 
do. 

- -.. 
. -- 
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UNITED STATES 

OEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 

BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

. 
Nmoh’AFP) 

Henry Mountain P.A. 

Acti%EC Wildlife 

Refwmco Numbor 

ACEC/WL-1.5 

RECOMMENDATION ACEC/WL-1.5 

Designate the Little Rockies Wilderness Study Area (LRWSA) containing approximately 
39,000 acres as an ACEC for the reintroduction of desert bighorn sheep. 

RATIONALE 

The desert bighorn sheep is one of the most sought after big game trophy 
animals in North America (Wishart, 1978). In addition, no other animal typifies 
the wilderness character of any area more than bighorn sheep (Leopold, 1936). 
Bighorn sheep populations, especially the desert bighorn sheep, have declined 
drastically since the latter half of the 19th Century. Today, it is estimated 
there are fewer than 15,000 desert bighorn sheep in the wild (Wishart, 1978). 
The total population in Utah is estimated to be approximately 300, with most of 
these animals located in southeastern Utah (UDWR, 1980). The major reason for 
the decline in desert bighorn populations is a loss of suitable habitat mainly 
due to livestock overgrazing (Gallizioli, 1977). In fact, it is extremely 
difficult to find an area of several thousand acres of desert bighorn historic 
range that has not been or is not presently being severely overgrazed by domestic 
livestock. Although there are some small sites on mesa tops, inaccessible to 
livestock, that are suitable, there is no adjacent habitat into which the 
bighorn can expand. The need to preserve suitable habitat is urgent if we are 
to maintain viable populations of these animals. UDWR has shown interest in 
reintroducing desert bighorn sheep into the Henry Mountains. In a letter from 
Douglas F. Day, Director of UDWR, to Gary Wicks, BLM State Director, was 
enclosed a priority list for big game transplant sites in Utah. The Little 
Rockies was selected for a proposed desert bighorn transplant in 1982-83. 

, 

The LRWSA meets the ACEC designation criteria of relevance and importance and 
require special management attention to "protect and prevent irreparable damage 
to important.... natural systems or processes....". This area meets the ACEC 
criterium of relevance in that it is an area that has retained much of its 
natural character and provides suitable habitat for numerous wildlife species 
that are adapted to it. The significance of the Little Rockies as a natural 
area has been confirmed by its designation as a National Natural Landmark. In 
addition, this area was identified as a BLM Wilderness Study Area in 1980 
because of its size, naturalness and outstanding opportunities for both solitude 
and primitive, unconfined recreation. 

The LRWSA satisfies the ACEC of importance in that it has special worth when 
compared to like or similar resources. Because of its wilderness character, 
this area represents one of the few remaining areas of historic range for the 
reestablishment of desert bighorn sheep. Another feature that gives this area 
special worth when compared to like or similar resources is its size. In many 
cases, reintroduction sites are small mesa tops that have no,t been subjected 
to livestock grazing or other surface disturbance activity. These sites, 
however, are usually bordered by lands where such activities are occurring. 
As such the sheep are confined to a relatively small area. Such confinement 
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can lead to range overutilization, especially around available water, inbreeding, 
increased incidence of disease and intense competition for lambing grounds and 
other important habitat types. Conversely, the LRWSA is large enough to allow 
the sheep to expand their range from the original reintroduction site. This 
will provide for a much larger and healthier herd and a more evenly distributed 
use of the range. 

Existing management plans do not recognize the importance of the Little Rockies 
as a reintroduction'site for the desert bighorn sheep or provide guidance on 
how impacts from surface disturbance activities associated with energy explor- 
ation, livestock grazing or recreation could be mitigated. Although this area 
has been characterized by slow growth and sparse development, the potential 
for increased energy exploration is quite high. For example, portions of this 
area have significant uranium deposits. The Director of the Bureau of Mines 
has determined that uranium is one mineral of "compelling national significance". 
Because it is one of the Bureau of Mines' long term objectives to make sure 
minerals are available for national demand, uranium drilling and its related 
activities can be expected to increase dramatically in the Little Rockies. 
Based on results from test holes drilled by the Texas Gulf Company, and the 
similar geological features associated with the Happy Jack uranium mine located 
east and across the Colorado River, it is the professional opinion of the 
Henry Mountain Resource Area's geologist that the Little Rockies have good 
potential for mineable quantities of uranium. Most, if not all this potential 
lies in Four Mile Canyon heading in a westerly direction. Conflicts with 
mining would include extensive surface disturbance, increased access into 
remote areas, noise and dust pol,lution, blasting, waste products and potential 
water contamination. 

In meeting the intent of the ACEC designation, the question of being able to 
prevent "irreparable damage" to the habitat to be used by the big horn sheep 

, from mineral exploration and development and possible patent application must 
be addressed. According to the "Surface Management of Public Lands under the 
U.S. Mining Laws" regulations 43 CFR 3809 and 3802, rehabilitation stipulations 
could be mandated to maintain the resource values as long as these claims are 
not patented. If the claims are patented, the lands revert to private ownership 
where no control on surface uses is possible. This could result in a situation 
of having a contiguous area set aside to preserve certain resource values 

' being impacted by newly created private lands which could adversly affect this 
continuity. 

The problem is not only one of excluding mineral development from an area, but 
one of retaining ownership to prevent the occurrence of isolated private 
tracts which could be developed inimically to existing management goals. This 
would certainly be a negative impact and one which can be mitigated in only 
two ways: (1) applying a withdrawal to exclude mineral entry; and (2) re- 
purchasing the land if the mining company decides to dispose of it. Realistically, 
the latter option has not been attempted and no precedent established to guide 
future options. 
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Designation provides a means of identifying to other government agencies 
(especially the State Land Commission) those areas where an exchange of isolated 
state sections should occur because of potential resource use conflicts. The 
State of Utah tries.to obtain the highest economic return on the use of all 
State school sections. Many times this leads to serious land use conflicts 
with other public land managing agencies. Unless the BLM specifically designates 
certain areas to establish clearly defined management objectives and then 
takes the appropriate steps to exchange out isolated state sections where 
resource preservation is desired, the potential for conflicting resource uses 
(similar to the Cotter Corp. problem) will continue. Good land management 
requires readily identifiable management objectives which will guide all 
resource users especially when a particular resource value has been identified 
for protection. Designation achieves this goal. . 

In addition to energy exploration and livestock grazing, increased recreational 
use of this area, especially ORV use, could also adversely impact any reintro- 
duction program. Such seasonal use restrictions on hiking and camping may be 
needed as well as closing of certain roads and jeep trails. 

In summary, the LRWSA'is one of the few remaining natural areas suited to the 
reintroduction of desert bighorn sheep. This area represents only 2 percent 
(39,000 acres) of the total acreage in the Henry Mountain Planning Area and 
provides excellent food, shelter, escape and reproductive habitat for desert 
bighorn sheep. A lack of roads and access trails greatly reduces human 
activity which is especially important during critical periods of the sheeps' 
fe cycle such as during lambing and rutting season. Because of the location 
and topography of the area there' is virtually no interspecific competition 
with domestic livestock. The importance of this area as a reintroduction site 
is demonstrated by the fact that it was identified as a priority site by the 
Utah Division of Wildlife Resources. 

One of BLM's long range management goals is to provide suitable habitat for 
the reintroduction of native wildlife formerly indigenous to an area on BLM 
administered public lands. Section 6820.01 explains the BLM*s policy re- 
garding such reintroduction programs. Legistlative authority for such reintro- 
duction programs can be found in the following sources: The National Environ- 
mental .Policy Act; the Taylor Grazing Act of 1934 as amended; the Public Land 
Administration Act of 1960; the Endangered Species.Act of 1973; the Wild and 
Scenic Rivers Act of 1968; the Federal Land Policy and. Management.Act of 1976 
and Presidential Order 11514, Protection and Enhancement of Environmental 
Quality. Designating'the LRWSA as an ACEC for the reintroduction of desert 
bighorn sheep is a management action that would help the BLM meet one of its 
long range goals. In addition, ACEC designation would provide the special 
management needed to insure that any future development of the LRWSA would be 
compatible with the reintroduction and maintenance of desert bighorn sheep 
populations. 
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SUPPORT NEEDS 
-Mineral withdrawal excluding Four Mile Canyon 
-0RV closure 
-No forage allocation for livestock 
-Water developments 
-Category 4 "No Leasing" for oil and gas activities 
-Develop management plan 
-Exchange out State sections 

MULTIPLE USE ANALYSIS 

This ACEC recommendation coincides with the boundaries of wilderness study 
area (WSA) 247. While the area remains as a WSA, adequate protection will 
be provided through the use of the interim management policy for WSAs. If 
the WSA portion is not approved by Congress as a wilderness area, the following 
impacts could be expected from the recommendation and its support needs: 

MINERALS - The support needs identified for this ACEC recommendation would 
continue to carry the area with a Category 4 "no lease" designation for'oil 
and gas. The no lease classification would negatively impact the oil and 
gas exploration and development program in the area. According to geologic 

L data and.characteristics, the proposed ACEC area shows a favorable potential 
for deposits of oil and gas. This assumption is based on the location of 3 
the proposed area within the Paradox Basin. This basin is noted for its 
bioherms (porous caverns which act as repositories for hydrocarbon deposits) 
and structural traps (hydrocarbons trapped in permeable and/or porous rock 
formations by an overlayer of impermeable rock). There is also geologic 
evidence that there is potential.for oil and gas accumulations associated 
with the Little Rockies intrusive bodies. No wells have been drilled in the 
immediate vicinity of the Henry Mountain intrusions to varify the real 

, potential of this geologic formation. Keeping the proposed area in a no 
lease situation would negatively impact the option to drill in the future if 
other significant discoveries are made in the immediate vicinity. The 
proposed area should be placed in a Category 2 with special stipulations on 
slopes, riparian zones and season. This would provide protection for wildlife . 
and watershed values while still providing the oil and gas industry the 
option 'to do exploratory drilling in the area. Drilling will be the only' 
true way of determining the real worth of the area in terms of oil and gas 
deposits. 

The mineral withdrawal support need recommended for the area would have a 
significant negative impact on potential future mining claims. The withdrawal 
would have no effect on the mining claims that currently exist within the 
proposed ACEC area. No commercial quantities of the locatable minerals gold 
and copper have been found in the area. Texas Gulf Corporation has been 
involved with exploratory drilling for uranium in Four Mile Canyon. Since ._ 
1978, 16 holes have been drilled with five showing considerable quantities "i / 

'-. ._ of uranium and silver. Based on these findings, Texas Gulf Corporation J 
estimates the area has commercial deposits of the two minerals (estimated 

--,' 

amount withheld for confidentiality). 
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The mineral withdrawal and ACEC designation could have a negative impact on exist- 
ing claims by hindering access to the area and by requiring costly rehabilitation 
efforts. There would be a significant negative impact to the locatables mineral 
program on the remaining portion of the proposed ACEC area where claims have not 
already been filed. The area has a geologic potential for other deposits of 
locatables and without being able to do exploratory drilling, the true worth of 
this potential may never be known. 

WATERSHED - The implementation of the support needs in the proposed ACEC area 
would have a positive impact on the watershed values. This impact wou,ld be 
based on the restriction of surface disturbing activities which are counter to 
good watershed management. This is especially true in the case of ORV use 
since rehabilitation of these ways is usually left to nature. Under the new 
3809 regulations, rehabilitation of disturbed areas from mineral entry will 
negate long term impacts but short term negative impacts will still occur on 
those areas where claims already exist. 

RECREATION - There would be a positive impact to the recreation program from 
implementation of this recommendation. This proposal also compliments the 
recreation ACEC recommendation (see ACEC/R-1.3) by helping to preserve the 
natural and geological values which led to that portion of.the area being 
designated as a National Natural Landmark in 1975. This recommendation would 
enhance and protect thos resource qualities which qualified the area.as a 
wilderness study area. The area has good potential for increased recreational 
use related to hiking, camping, and sightseeing. These potentials arein 
addition to the hunting values which will be'created if and when the bighorn 
sheep are introduced into the area. 

SOCIOECONOMIC - Restricting this area to oil and gas leasing could have a 
negative impact on the potential of the county to provide employment opportunities 
and tax generating activities. The degree of impact would depend on whether 
there was actually oil and gas to be developed (which is unknown) and the 
number of actual jobs that would be made available to the local inhabitants. 
Oil and gas operations usually bring in their own crews which limit the amount 
of opportunities for locals to gain employment. Most of the benefits result 
from indirect job opportunities associated with the servicing of these crews. 
(restaurants, welders, mechanicts, etc.). Since a large portion of the planning 
area remains open to oil and gas exploration activities, and the potential for 
discoveries is about the same throughout, the impacts of designating the 
proposed ACEC area as a "no lease" area would be insignificant. 

Withdrawing .the area from mineral entry would have an insignificant negative 
impact on the socioeconomic sector. Since the withdrawal would not effect 
existing claims and the high potential uranium deposits are located where 
these claims exist, future development could still occur. The major portion 
of the. remaining planning area is open to mineral entry so there should be no 
identifiable negative impacts to the socioeconomic potential (increased job 

'.. opportunities, tax generating opportunities, etc.) for the counties. . . . 
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ALTERNATIVE 1 

Designate the proposed ACEC area as an Outstanding Natural Area. 

RATIONALE 

Designation of this area is needed to provide proper management for the 
protection of natural resource values as they relate to the desert bighorn 
sheep reintroduction program. Because of its wilderness character, this area 
represents one of the few remaining areas of historic range for the reestablishment 
of desert bighorn sheep. Existing management plans do not recognize the 
importance of the Little Rockies as a reintroduction site or provide guidance 
on how impacts from surface disturbing activities associated with energy 
exploration, livestock grazing or recreation could-be mitigated. 

If the BLM is committed to the bighorn sheep reintroduction program scheduled 
to take place in the Little Rockies, a management program will be needed which 
will properly identify and protect habitat for the species. To allow the 
.sheep to be introduced without establishing clear management guidelines will 
result in resource conflicts which could jeopardize the use of the area for 
bighorn sheep. 

SUPPORT NEEDS 
-\ 
,‘5 

Same as those described for the ACEC recommendation. 

MULTIPLE USE ANALYSIS I 

Impacts from this alternative would be the same as those described under the 
multiple use analysis for the wildlife ACEC 'recommendation (ACEC/WL-1.5). 

, 
ALTERNATIVE 2 (No Action) 

Take no action to designate the area identified in the ACEC recommendation 
(ACEC/WL-1.5). 

MULTIPLE USE ANALYSIS 

Under this alternative, the National Natural Landmark-(NNL) designation would 
remain in 'tact. According to a 1972 Memorandum of Agreement, the BLM agreed 
to take appropriate steps td protect the important natural features of each 
site designated as a Registered Natural Landmark. Existing management guidelines 
for the area are limited to having the NNL and a portion of the Little Rockies 
to the north of the NNL classified in a Category 4 "no lease" status for oil 
and gas. The area has never been identified or designated through the MFP 
(although a primitive area designation was recommended in the 1974 MFP). 
Therefo're, impacts from this no action alternative will be based on the '. 
assumption that the oil and gas Category 4 classification would be the only 
restriction placed on land uses in the area. 
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MINERALS - This no action alternative would continue to have a negative impact 
on oil and gas resource development in the area. This adverse impact is based 
on the location of the proposed area in the Paradox Basin which is noted for 
its formations of bioherms (porous caverns which act as repositories for 
hydrocarbon deposits) and structural traps (hydrocarbons trapped in permeable 
and/or porous rock formations by an overlayer of impermeable rock) that have 
the potential for large deposits of oil and gas resources. If the area remains 
in a no lease classification, exploratory drilling will be excluded from the 
area and potential production data cannot be obtained. 

This area could still be provided protection if a category 2 with special 
stipulations'(i.e., no drilling on slopes in excess of 25%) was implemented. ~ 
This would mitigate the adverse impact of no leasin-g and provide the oil and 
gas industry an opportunity to determine whether there was any substence to 
the geologic potential for oil and gas deposits. 

WATERSHED - There would be a positive impact to the watershed values in the 
area. The Category 4 "no leasing" classification would continue to prevent a 
proliferation of access roads usually needed for oil and gas exploration and 
development. Surface disturbance would be kept to a minimum as it relates to 
mineral development and loss of vegetation would not occur. 

ORV use would continue to pose a threat to the stability of the watershed. 
Even though natural features act as a restriction to ORV use at the higher 
elevation levels public lands on the lower levels of Mt. Holmes and Mt. 
Ellsworth could be negatively impacted from such use. Steep hills, fragile 
soils and limited vegetation make the area sensitive to the type of surface 
disturbance associated with ORV use. From a watershed stability standpoint, 
ORV use should be restricted or limited to those existing roads in the area. 
Access roads from earlier mineral exploration which have been or are in 

, various stages of rehabilitation from natural processes should be closed. Only' 
those roads needed for management purposes should be identified, for future 
use. This would reduce the amount of sediment yield and gullying which 
usually results from uninhabitated roads. 

WILDLIFE - This area has been identified as a reintroduction are for desert 
bighorn sheep. These animals are very sensitive to man-related activities. 
ORV use, mineral development and other types of uses (i.e., powerline construct- 
ion, access roads, pipeline development, etc.) are inimical to the. need to 

- preserve and protect bighorn sheep habitat. If the BLM agrees to the bighorn 
sheep introduction, land management guidelines are essential and identifi- 
cation and designation need to be developed and incorporated into the Managem- 
ent Framework Plan. 

Future land use conflicts will be easier to deal with and the general public 
and industry will be aware of the resource values which have been singled out 
for protection. 

. 
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RECREATION - This alternative would have a negative impact on BLM recreation 
resource management and not provide adequate guidelines for future land 
managers. Currently there is no definitive management policy for the Little 
Rockies in the 1974 MFP other than the recommendations to study the area for 
primitive area designation (which has now been superceded by the Wilderness 
program) and to place the area in Category 4 for oil and gas leasing. Note 
that adopting support needs withour formally identifying the management goals 
for the area would not bring about several of the benefits described in the 
rationale for the recommendation. 

Failulre to recognize the natural values of the Little Rockies and clearly 
define management objectives for the area in a site specific management 
activity plan could have several possible results.' The NNL identification 
wouldl remain a "paper designation" without supporting BLM management guidance. 
Managiement direction w0ul.d.. remain unclear, leading to difficulties in evaluat- 
ing non-wilderness options by BLM, Congress and the public. Coordination with 
other land managing agencies and the development of other agency plans would 
be hindered because of uncertainties regarding BLM intentions. Decisions in. 
support of maintaining natural values would not have the benefit of a Yanage-' 
ment Framework Plan. (Since the plan would remain silent on the issue, there 
wouldl be no legal basis for denying requests for activities which could be 
inconsistent with the NNL values, other than the "undue and unnecessary 
degraidation" requirements of FLPMA). On the other hand, management could 
inadvertently be too restrictive or not restrictive enough to preserve natural 
values. 

_.. 
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RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 
Arm 1-5 

MULTIPLE USE RECOMMENDATION ACEC/WL-1.5 

Reject the specialist recommendation. 

RATIONALE -- 

The Little Rockies wilderness study area is now protected and will be protected 
for several years in the future under the interim management policy for WSAs. 
If the final decision is to not designate the areas as wilderness, an ACEC 
designation should again be considered. 

SUPPlDRT NEEDS . 

Enforce the conditions of the interim management policy for WSAs. 

DECISION ACECIWL-1.5 -- 

Reject the multiple use recommendation and accept the specialist recommendation 
with the following modification: 

, The resource values identif 
would best be protected and 
This assumption is based on 
other animal typifies the w 

RATIONALE -- 

ied in the rationale for the specialist recommendation 
enhanced by a wilderness designation of the area. 
that portion of the rationale which states, "...no 

ilderness character of any area more than the bighorn 
sheep (Leopold, 1936)". In addition, the rugged topographical characteristics 
of the WSA have been instrumental in maintaining its relatively undisturbed 
nature. The Little Rockies WSA has been identified as one of the few remaining 
areas of historic bighorn sheep range. Since 'the BLM has agreed to UDWR's 
bighorn sheep reintroduction proposal for the area, a management commitment is 
needed to preserve this potential habitat. 

a) If the Little Rockies WSA is not designated as a wilderness area,.then: 
(1) Designate the area as an ACEC, and 
(2) Implement the support needs listed for the specialist recommend- 

ation. 

Current WSA status will provide adequate protection through the implementation 
of the Interim Management Policy and Guidelines for Lands Under.Wilderness 
Review. Should the area be found unsuitable or not designated as a wilderness 
area, ACEC designation would.be appropriate for those reasons identified in the : 
decision rationales for the ACEC wildlife recommendations, ACEC/WL-1.2 and 1.4. 

.- 
. 
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UNITED STATES 

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 

BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANdGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

. 
NamehFP) 

Henry Mountain P.A. 
Activit 

A?EC Range Management 

""~G?$%?Kl 

RECOMMENDATION ACEC/RM-1.1 

Designate the following natural and study range sites as areas of critical 
environmental concern. 

Comparison and Relict Areas Henry Mountain Resource Area 
Used in SVIM Inventory 1978-80 

E!!$. 
A. 

B. 

c. 

D. 

E. 

F. . 

G. 

H. 

North Caineville Mesa ' 
(Factory Butte Quad) 

South Caineville Mesa 

Robber's Roost Canvon 
(Hanksville Quad) - 

South Fork Robbers 
Canyon (Hanksville 

No Man's Mesa 

Bull Pasture Trail 

(;ranary Spring 

Roost 
Quad) 

(Head Blue John Canyon) 

Antelope Valley 
(Head North Spring Wash) 
(Robbers Roost Quad) 

Twin Corral - 
Box Canyon 
(Fiddler Butte Quad) 

1.a. Sam's Mesa 
b.. Sam's Mesa Spring 

(Fiddler Butte Quad) 

\ \ ., .-. 

J. Head Sam's Mesa 
,Box Canyon 
(Fiddler Butte Quad) 

Location 

SW% NE% S 4 T28S R9E 
SW& SW% S 4 T28S R9E 
NE% NE& S 7 T28'S R9E 
NW% N& S 7 T28S R9E 
SE& NE& S 8 T28S R9E 
SE% SW% S 9 T28S R9E 

SE% S 13 T28S R9E 
NE% S 7 T29S.R9E 

NE% N& S 32 T28S R13E 
NE% NE& S 32 T28S R13E 

SL, S 4 T29S R13E 320 

SE% SE% S .I5 T29S 

SE% SE% S 30 T29S 

NE% SW% S 28 T28S 

R13E 

R14E 

R15E 

NE% S 16 T27S R15E 160 
SW+ S 8 T27S R15E 160 

NW% SE% S 36 T29S R14E 

NW& S 21 T30S R14E 
SE% S 15 T30S R14E 

SW+ S 16 T30S R15E 160 

Acreage 

40 

ii 

4": 

1:: 
160 

40 

40 

50 

40 

160 
160 
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K. Sam's Mesa 
(Fiddler Butte Quad) 

Name -. 

L. Buckacre Point (Near) 
The Big Ridge 
(Fiddler Butte Quad) 

M. The Block 
(Fiddler Butte Quad) 

N. Fiddler Between N and S 
Hatch Canyon 
(Fiddler Butte Quad) 

0. High Spur 

P. Horseshoe Canyon-Spur Fork 
Upper Pasture 

SW% SE% S 28 T31S R15E 40 

Location Acreage 

SW& SW&j S 17 T31S R14E 40 

S& S 22, T32S R15E . 160 

N& SE& S 28 T3lS R15E 40 

NE% SE* S 10 T28S R16E 

NE& NW& S 31 T29S R16E 40 

Total 2,280 
'3 
i 

Henry Mountain Coal Field Rehabilitation Study Sites EMRIA (Energy Mineral Rehab- 
ilitation Inventory and Analysis). 

Name Location 7 
-m 

A. Pete Steele Bench NW%, Sec. 20, T. S., R. 9 E. 

B. Escarpment on Road to SE&, Sec. 19, T. 31 S., R. 9 E. : 
Pete Steele Bench 

c. Pete Steele Bench Escarpment SW&, Sec. 19, T. 31 S., R. 9 E. 

D. Base of Pete Steele Bench SW&, Sec. 19, T. 31 S., R. 9 E. 
Escarpment 

E. Wildcat Mesa SW&, Sec. 23;T. 31 S., R. 8 E. 

F. Wildcat Mesa NW& Sec. 22 T. 31 S.; R. 8 E. 

'Study sites are small (estimated to be approximately 20' x 40') fenced plots 
located within the quarter sections as indicated above andEi;I;ig. Details 
as to soils and vegetation for these sites are given in: , . lV.8. Rehab-- 1. 
ilitation Potential 
Management. EMRIA 

for the Henry Mountain Coal-Field.U.S.D.1. Bureau of Land -,j 
Report No. 15 Utah State University. 1978. 
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RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-OECISION CONTINUED: 

RATIiONALE -- 

These range sites which represent less than one percent of the land in the 
planning area meet the ACEC designation criteria of relevance and importance 
and also require special management attention to "protect and prevent irreparable 
damage to important natural systems or processes...." for which these sites 
have been established. 

These reference areas meet the criteria of relevance because natural biological 
and physical processes occur unhindered from human related activities. These 
areas provide representative plant communities or ecosystems which increase our 
knowledge about ecological dynamics, the specific effects of herbivores on the 
ecosystem, and the impacts of man's increasing manipulation of the rangelands. 

Thes#e areas meet the criterium of importance because they have special worth 
when used in relation to rangeland management. E. William Anderson in a paper 
presented to.the Society of Range Management in 1975, identified reference 
areas as providing the basis for (a) defining range'sites; (b) determining 
range condition; and (c) determining the trend of range condition under grazing 
and other uses of the'resource;all of which are fundamentally the ecological 
basis for range resource management. 

. 

Rangeland reference areas are useful for studying vegetation and identifying 
significant differences in kinds, proportions, and amounts of species making up 
plant communities. They provide the manager with information on the kinds and 
amounts of species present and the production potential of a specific range 
site or plant community. These sites indicate the rate of change under grazed 
and ungrazed conditions and increase our knowledge of the role of large ungulates 
in the formation and evolution of rangeland vegetation communities.. This 
information is essential for manipulation of plant communities by grazing. 

BLM Manual c.l4D8a(5)] states that every effort should be made to protect 
identified comparison areas from future disturbances such as livestock grazing; 
mining, or other surface disturbing activities. The protection of these areas . . 
is Inecessary for continuing studies, 

Current management for these sites is practically non-existent except for a few 
exclosures that have been constructed. No formal designation has been given to 
these reference areas nor have they been exclusively protected from surface 
disturbing activities. 

These reference ,areas are distinct natural areas (except for the revegetated 
study plots) that have been subjected to very little man-related disturbances. 
As public lands become more valuable in terms of marketable resources, ACEC 
designation is a necessity.if these values are to be preserved. Undesignated 
areas may eventual1.y be lost to other uses unless managers are reminded of the 

'f. - 
I \ : L -. 
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RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-iECISION CONTINUED: B 

scientific value of the area (hence the need for ACEC designation) and adequate 
legal protection is applied. 

Protective resource stipulations are needed to prevent unnatural encroachments 
and/or activities which could directly or indirectly modify the ecological 
processes on the area. This requires resource management stipulations which 
would prevent any surface disturbing activities on or near the sites which 
could alter the reference area's natural processes. 

These reference areas represent range plant'communities that are (1) fairly 
large areas in climax, near-climax, original, or undisturbed ecological condition, 
and should be set aside to prese‘rve or maintain thi.s condition; and, (2) smaller 
areas protected from grazing by exclosures, either to maintain range in good or 
excellent condition or to show recovery of depleted range. These reference 
areas are the base of the science of good range management., Without them, no 
clear differentiation of range sites or determination of range condition and 
trend on grazed lands would be possible. Based on the importance of preventing 
irreparable damage to these reference areas, ACEC designation would assure 
identification and preservation of these valuable range sites. 

SUPPORT NEEDS 

-Maintain existing fencing. 
_ -Construct fencing as needed. 

-Place reference areas in Category 2 "No Surface Occupancy" for oil and gas 
leasing. 

-No new access.for vehicles or livestock shoul‘d be permitted. -‘. 

MULTIPLE USE ANALYSIS 
, 

MINERALS - Impacts from this recommendation would be derived $rom the support y 
needs identified. It has been recommended that these range sites be put into . 
a category 2, with a "NO Surface Occupancy" stipulation. -While this will 
prohibit surface occupancy, most of the rgnge sites involve small acreages (40- 
160 acre average) and will not seriously effect the oil and gas exploration fi . 
program. The only real negative impact would result from the necessity to re- 
route an access road or drill pad to a less desirable location. 

WATERSHED - This recommendation would have a positive impact on watershed 
resources because the support needs call for no surface disturbances within the 
range sites. Any proposal wtiich limits surface disturbing activities will help 
maintain the vegetation, reduce the risk of soil erosion and help lessen sediment 
,yield over time. 

WILDLIFE - Preserving these range sites would have an overall positive benefit 
on wildlife management. Reference areas are essential to the science of range 
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RECOMMENDATION- ANALYSIS-DECISION CONTINUED: 

manag,ement. They serve as outdoor laboratories as well as standards for 
differentiation of range sites and for determination of range conditions and 
trends. Because natural biological and physical processes occur unhindered on 
these range sites, these areas serve as a baseline or standard against which 
the effects of man's intervention in the natural environment can be studied and 
evaluated. Identifying and protecting these sites will enhance management's 
ability to maintain and increase wildlife species. 

ALTERNATIVE 1 

Designate the reference areas identified in the recommendation as Research 
Natural Areas. . 

RATIOlNALE -- 

Designation of these areas ;s Research Natural Areas will.provide procedures 
for the management and protection of public lands having natural characteristics 
that are unusual or that are of scientific or other special interests. 43 CFR 
8823.0-5 defines a "Research Natural Area" as an area that is established and 
maintained for the primary purpose of research and education because the land 
has one or more of the following characteristics: (1) a typical representation 
of a common plant or animal association; (2) an unusual plant or animal associ- 
ation; (3) a threatened or endangered plant or animal species; (4) a.typical 
representation of common geologic, soil, or water features; or (5) outstanding 
or unusual geologic, soil, or water features. 

. 
BLM Manual (.14D8a(5)) states that every effort should be made to protect 
identified comparison .areas from.future disturbances such as livestock grazing, 
mining, or other surface disturbing activities. The protection of these areas 

, is necessary for continuing studies. 

, -. 
‘.L. ‘XL 

SUPPORT NEEDS 

Same as those identified for the ACEC recommendation. 

MULTIPLE USE ANALYSIS 

Impacts from this alternative would be the same as those described under the 
multiple use ana1ysi.s for the range ACEC recommendation (ACEC/RM-1.1). 

ALTERNATIVE 2 (No Action) 

Take no action to designate the reference areas and range study'sites. 

MULTIPLE USE ANALYSIS 

MINElRALS - There would be a positive benefit to the minerals resource develop- 
ment program. This no action alternative would leave the majority of these 
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areas open to leasing and possible exploration and/or development by the mineral 
industry. Access and site specific activities would not be hampered by surface 
restricting stipulations except in WSA's or sites which have already been given 
a Category 3 or 4 classification for oil and gas leasing. 

RANGE/WATERSHED/WILDLIFE - Impacts from this alternative could range from none 
to a significant adverse effect. Reference areas serve as outdoor laboratories 
for the study of range sites or plant associations. If these sites are not 
adequately identified and protected , surface disturbing activities could easily 
destroy the baseline vegetation which is used as ,a comparison for resource 
management. The whole concept of reference area has no meaning or substance if 
these sites cannot be preserved in their natural state. Any activity which 
could disturb the surface of these sites (i.e., grazing, mining, ORV use, etc.) 
must be. restricted if the reference area is to serve as a viable tool for rangeland 
management. Designation and protection is needed so that these areas will not 
be lost to other uses because the land manager was unaware that they even existed. 
More intensive land use occurs on public lands each year, and because of this, 
the potential to lose these valuable sites is very high. 

. . 



UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT _ 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

MULTIPLE USE RECOMMENDATION ACEC/RM-1.1 . 

. 

NomehFP) 

Henry Mountain P.A. 
Activity 

ACEC Range Mgmt. 

Reference Number 

ACECJRM-1.1 

Reject the specialistrecommendation except for the range site located on North 
Caineville Mesa. 

RATIONALE -- 

The multiple use recommendation for North Caineville Mesa is that it be designated 
an AlCEC area (see ACEC/WL-1.1) and ACEC/R-1.1). The remaining sites can be pro- 
tectled through the planning system and multiple use management. 

SUPPORT NEEDS . 

See .ACEC recommendations ACEC/WL-1.1 and ACEC/Rl.l for support needs to be 
impllemented on North Caineville Mesa. 

-DECISION ACEC/RM-1.1 -- 

Reject the multiple use recommendation and specialist recommendation as 
written. 

a. Use the Wildlife ACEC decision (ACEC/WL-1.1,) to protect the resource 
values identified for North and South Caineville Mesas. 
needs identified in ACECJWL-1.1.; 

Implement the support 

b. Protect the resource values which were identified in the remaining 18 
comparison areas and six study sites by: 

, 
1. Implementing the support needs identified in the specialist recommend- 
ation ACEC/RM-1.1. 

2. Before authorizing any proposed action , conduct an on-site evaluation 
to determine the impacts which will result to those resource values identified 
in the rationale for the ACEC recommendation. 

3. Require mitigation of any significant impacts to these resource values. 

. RATIONALE 

Most of the comparison and EMRIA study areas are small (approximately 40 acres). 
ACEC designation constitutes a Bureau commitment that all special management 
requirements will be strictly adhered to. In some cases, a new adjacent 
comparison area could be substituted for the original to accommodate -a proposed 
activity. This is possible because many of the areas around the existing sites 
have not been disturbed by domestic livestock grazing. It would be costly 
and time consuming to comply with the designation removal process for these 
small areas if another more beneficial resource use is later identified. 
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. 

NamehFP) 

Henry Mountain P.A. 
Activity 

ACEC/Recreation 
MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PtAN 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 
Reference Number 

ACEC/R-~.I 

RECOMMENDATION ACEC/R-1.1 

Identify approximately 66,000 acres in the area around Factory Butte, North 
Caineville Mesa, South Caineville Mesa, and the Blue Hills as an Area of Critical 
Environmental Concern (ACEC) and manage the area to preserve the identified scenic, 
recreational, scientific, biological, watershed, historical and botanical values. 

RATIONALE 

This area, which represents about 3% of the land in the planning area meets the 
ACEC designation criteria of relevance and importance and also requires special 
management attention to "protect and prevent irreparable damage to important...scenic 
values, [and] . ..natural systems..." . 

The area is relevant because it contains high scenic values and represents 
natural processes, specifically wind and stream erosion. 

Although Mancos shale is -found throughout the Colorado Plateau, the erosional 
patterns displayed in this area are very distinctive and well preserved when 
compared to other areas. Research has revealed that Mancos shale is more 
geologically complex than is apparent to the casual observer. There are actually 
five types, or members, of Mancos Shale and three of these are apparently 
unique to the Henry Mountains region (Peterson et al, 1980). One of the members 
contains marine vertebrate fossils. 

The VRM system has identified this area as Class A scenery and it was given the : 
highest category rating for thesscarcity element. (Factory Butte and the Blue 
Hills were featured along with Bryce Canyon in a photo essay in Life Magazine in 
1968.) 

Outstanding scenic views of Factory Butte, the Waterpocket Fold and the San 
Raphael Swell are possible from the top of North Caineville Mesa. Other outstanding 
scenic views of the Henry Mountains, the Blue Hills badlands and Capitol Reef 
National Park are found from the top of South Caineville Mesa. Both mesas can 
be <reached by trail. Both areas are of high scenic and recreational value and 
yet have significant differences between them. 

The area is important because it has more than local significance and also 
"special worth when cqmpared to like or similar resources." 

The importance and significance of this area was confirmed in a survey of 
potential National Natural Landmarks in the Colorado Plateau (Welsh, et al., 
19810). (Note that they specifically address the area north of U-24). The 
reptort states: 

:\ .. 
_ :. 

"A spectacular monocline is expressed by the dipping Ferron Sandstone beds 
and the associated lower shales along the Caineville Reef. These beds are 
exceeding fossiliferous along the south fork of Salt Wash and display one 
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RATIONALE- cont. R-l.1 -- 

of the most continuous and one of the well exposed sequences of Cretaceous 
marine rocks in the Colorado Plateau. Factory Butte and North Caineville 
Mesa are capped by massive regressive barrier sandstones that show the 
typical gradation base but an abrupt crest. 

This is one of the most extensive and one of the most spectacular badland 
sequences on the Cretaceous Mancos Shale in the Colorado Plateau. It is 
in the general vicinity of the park development of the Golden Circle and 
thus would be of additional interest." 

The Blue Hills have a long history of scientific research. This area was the 
site of the first major piece of research into landscape processes in the U.S. 
by G. K. Gilbert in 1875. In 1883 Angustus Ferron surveyed Sweetwater Creek 
and measured the stream channels for the General Land Office. Later in the 
1930's, C. B. Hunt analyzed the geomorphic processes in the area and outlined 
the role of stream capture in landscape evolution. This research continues 
today by W. Graff of the University of Arizona and Andrew Godfrey of the US 
Forest Service. (See the watershed ACEC recommendation for a further dis- 
cussion of scientific values.) 

"More than local significance" is also shown by the fact that portions of this 
fi 

. 
area have been designated a Wilderness Study Area. (WSA policy allows overlap 
with ACEC designations). 

Furthermore, the remoteness and'inaccessibility of the Caineville Mesas have 
preserved important biological and historic botanical values (including threat- 
ened and endangered species). A research report completed in 1975 by Robert 
Meinke recommended the area be given Research Natural Area designation (see 
further analyses in wildlife ACEC recommendation and the range ACEC recommend- 
ation). 

A prominent historic feature of South Caineville Mesa is a circa 1920 bi-level 
stone cabin associated with early area sheep and goat grazing. The Mesa was 
probably first used for this purpose in the 1880's. The cabin was constructed 
by Pete Steele, a livestock operator associated with the ghost town of Giles. 
The well preserved cabin has not been modified since its original,construction 
and displays unusual interior architecture. In association are out building 
stonie walls and two well developed trail head exclosures; one of woven juniper 
stumps and the other of laid stone. The trail access on to the mesa has rock 
stacked berms in a deteriorated condition. 

This area requires special management attention for several reasons. 

I-.. 

First, most of the area is classified in moderate, critical, and severe erosion 
classes. If Mancos shale is disturbed during wet soil conditions, visible 
scars are formed and the natural erosion processes are accelerated. The ORV ,I 
scars eventually are weathered away but may be visible for several years. 

.- - 
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RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION CONTINUED: 

Present and projected activities in this area indicate problems exist and 
will increase. 

For example, an ORV high use area has developed on the southeast side of 
North Caineville Mesa. ORV use occurs primarily in the spring when soil 
moisture content is high. Scars are visible along portions of Highway U-24, 
a ma,jor scenic highway connecting Capitol Reef National Park with Canyonlands 
National Park and Glenn Canyon National Recreation Area. This is further 
discussed in recommendation R 3.1, which recommends that a high use area be 
designated in a portion of this area. Special management of the remaining 
area is necessary to prevent increased ORV use from spreading further. 

Potential water developments at Caineville and gen6ral increased recreation 
use could account for more ORV use. It is preferable to guide ORV activity 
before it reaches significant use levels rather than attempt to change user 
patterns that are highly developed. 

Second, Wilderness Study Phase data indicates that there is potential for oil 
and gas deposits under portions of this area. Scenic, historic, and recreat- 
ional values could be significantly impaired if new access and drilling 
activities occurred (e g., if activities occurred during moist soil conditions). 
Currently the area is in Category 1; Category 2 stipulations are necessary to 
preserve the ACEC values described. 

Third, other resource data indicates that conflicts exist regarding possible 
coal development. Significant irreparable damage to the scenic (and other) 
values of the Sweetwater Creek area could occur if the area was used as a 
transportation corridor to the.coal deposits in the Wildcat and Swap Mesa 
area. Currently, the existing management plan does not recognize these values; 
ACEC designation would accomplish this. Also, portions of the Henry Mountain 
coal study area overlap the Factory Butte and N. Caineville Mesa area. The 
importance and significance of these two landmarks, described above, are not 
reflected in the existing land use plan either. Coal stripping operations 

Bitt 
rorn an expansion of an existing mine) could reach near the base of Factory 

ACEC designation would serve as a basis for regulating (but not 
prohfbiting) this activity while recognizing other resource values. (See the 
overlays for the relationship of the coal deposits, the coal study area and 
the ACEC boundaries). 
7;: 

Fourth, studies for the development of a power plant near the existing coal mine 
are continuing. It is not unreasonable to assume that.an actual construction 
proposal could be made during the life of this MFP which would also involve a 
variety of support facilities. Recognition of ACEC values at this time will 
assist power project proponents in designing their proposals to take these values- 
into account. 

Fifth, portions of this area are in Wilderness Study Area 238. A determination of 
ACEC designation would assist in evaluating the no wilderness alternative and no 

I . . .._ _ action alternative in the Wilderness EIS. BLM is required by study phase policy 
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to inform Congress and the public as to what the expected land uses are for 
the WSA should it not be designated wilderness. Since both wilderness and 
other resource uses are being determined in this transition MFP, a decision 
is necessary at this time. 

Sixth, there are portions of 14 State school sections in the vicinity. Any 
new access or development of these sections could have an adverse impact on 
the scenic; recreation and scientific values of the area. Designation provides 
a means of identifying to other government agencies (especially the State 
Land Commission) those areas where an exchange of isolated state sections 
should occur because of potential resource use conflicts. The State of Utah 
tries to obtain the highest economic return on the.use of all state school 
sections. Many times this leads to serious land use conflicts with other 
public land managing agencies. Unless the BLM specifically designates certain 
areas to establish clearly defined management objectives and then takes the 
appropriate steps to exchange out isolated state sections where resource 
preservation is desired, the potential for conflicting resource uses (similar 
to the Cotter Corp. problem) will continue. Good land management requires 
readily identifiable management objectives which will guide all resource 
users especially when a particular resource value has been identified for 
protection. Designation achieves .this goal. 

In view of the proposed,energy developments and population increases in Utah 
) 

it cannot be assumed that because an area has "always been that way" it will 
remain that way for the next 10 to 15 years. 

Historic values on South Cainev/lle currently are unprotected. 

, 
Developed new access on to South Caineville Mesa would modify or destroythe 
historic character of the original rock stacked trail system. Allotted 
grazing could result in modification of the cabin for use as a bunkhouse, 
therby imparing its historical and architectural significance. A scenario of 
total destruction could be realized if the structure would serve as a source 
of construction materials for range improvements, such as corrals or other 
enclosures. . 

In summary, ACEC designation of this area will provide the means for recog- 
nizing the identified values of the area (recognition that currently does not 
exist), serve as a means for integrating this recognition into the Management 
Framework Plan to remind future managers of the areas values', and'serve as a 
basis for guiding future development proposals and evaluating their impacts. 
Designation would also serve as a basis for obtaining public ownership of 
several important State sections in the area. 

The above discussion also lends to the conclusion that the area qualifies for 
designation as an Outstanding Natural Area. . I . . 

43 lCFR 8352 authorizes BLM to designate areas which have unusual scenery, a 
natural wonder or scientific values that merit special attention to insure 

-/ 
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preservation in their natural condition as Outstanding Natural Areas. Manage- 
ment objectives are to maximize recreation use without damaging the natural 
features which set the area apart. 43 CFR 8352.1 states: "NO person shall 
use, occupy, construct or maintain authorized facilities in a manner that 
unnecessarily detracts from the quality of the outstanding natural features 
of the area." 

Support Needs 

-Close area to recreational ORV use (see R-3;5) . 
-Change from oil and gas category 1 to category 2 with stipulations on slope, 

season, and distance from riparian zone and highways. 
-Develop a detailed management. plan, including research needs. 
-Close mesa tops to grazing 
-Identify areas unsuitable for surface coal mining. 
-Exchange out all state sections. 
-Nomiinate cabin on South Caineville Mesa,to National .Register of Historic Places. 

MULTIPLE USE ANALYSIS 

A major portion of this recommendation lies in wilderness study.area 238. 
While the area remains as a WSA, adequate protection will be provided thi-ough 

.- the use of the interim management policy for WSAs. If the WSA portion is not 
approved by Congress as a wilderness area, the following impacts could be 
expected from the recommendationia.nd its support needs: 

MINERALS - Implementation of this recommendation would adversely effect the 
mineral development program in the planning area. However, this adverse 
impact would not be serious. The major drawbacks to the minerals program are, 

, the protective stipulations called for in the support needs. Placing the 
area in a Category 2, with stipulations on slope, season and distance from 
riparian zones for oil and gas exploration would certainly cause some incon- 
venience, but exploration activities could still occur. This is important 
since this area lies within the Paradox Basin known for its geologic character- 
istics for large deposits of oil and gas resources. These geologic format- 
ions make the potential for commercial deposits of oil and gas very good. 
Only additional exploratory drilling will actually determine the true worth 
of these potential deposits. 

Negative impacts on 'coal production would also have to be identified as 
insiqnificant. Coal deposits are known to exist in the ared, but are not 
considered to be commercially recoverable because they are thin seamed and 
could not be economically recovered to be competitive with other coal produc- 
ing areas. 

1 
\ ..\_' . . . 
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RANGE - This recommendation compliments the range ACEC recommendation and 
would not have any identifiable adverse impact on grazing use in the area 
(see ACEC/RM-1.1). 

There has not been any grazing on tops of South Caineville Mesa or North 
Caineville Mesa since 1950. It is questionable whether grazing the mesas 
would be economically feasible. It has been estimated that an initial invest- 
ment as high as $17,000 (see ACECIWL-1 .l) could be needed to construct a road 
to the top of the mesa and for construction of water holding structures.. 
Total grazing capacity for both mesas has been estimated at-approximately 275 
AUMs.. 

This recommendation would have a positive impact in terms of rangeland resources. 
Both mesas have reference areas which need to be protected. This recommendation 
woulld protect the mesas from any surface disturbing activities which could 
jeop(ardize the purpose of having these reference areas. 

WATERSHED - This recommendation compliments watershed ACEC recommendation 
(see ACEC/W-1.1) and would have a positive impact to the resource. This area 
offers an unusual research opportunity because of a century long history of 
prior investigation and a wealth of data from present environmental conditions. 
The IJpper Blue Hills deep gully development has been the product of the processes 'i. 
of discontinuous erosion, catastrophic washout, head cut migration, and mass I : 

‘movement. 

This recommendation would provide the necessary designation to identify the 
area as having resource values which need protection and serve as a means for 
integrating this recognition into the management .framework plan to remind 
future managers of these scientific values. Protective stipulations would 
help prevent any surface disturbing activities which could significantly 

, impair these resource values. 

WILDLIFE - This recommendation compliments the wildlife ACEC recommendation. 
(see ACEC/Wildlife .l.l) and would have a positive impact on those natural 
processes described in the wildlife recommendation. Any recommendation which 
would prevent surface disturbing activities would have a positive impact on the 
mesas use as natural areas for research and comparison purposes. ACEC designation 
would also positively impact wildlife resources by having these resource 
values recognized and protected through management plans which give priority 
to resource protection. 

ALTERUATIVE 1 -. 

Designate the 66,000 acres identified in the recommendation as an Outstanding 
Natural Area. 

RAT1 ONALE -- 
) 

Designation of this area as an Outstanding Natural Area will provide guidelines ' 
. for the management and protection of public lands having natural characteristics 
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and/or outstanding scenic qualities. 43 CFR 2071.1(b)(l) describes recreation 
designated lands as "a tract of land usually several thousand acres in size 
where recreation is or is expected to be a major use, and designation will 
assist the public by making the areas known to them. Some examples of areas 
mi7nrbe designated as rze*landsfolE Scenic areas of natural 
beauty such as waterfalls; habitat of interesting, rare or unusual plants or 
animals; gorges; natural lakes; geological areas of outstanding structural or 
historical features of the earth's development such as caves, glaciers and 
other phenomena ; roadless areas in which the primitive environment is preserved, 
sometimes referred as wilderness, wild, primitive, roadless'or virgin areas." 

The Bureau of Outdoor Recreation has adopted six land classes. One or more 
of these classes must be contained on those lands with recreation values. 
Outstanding Natural Area is one of these classes that is representative of 
the recommended area'. 43 CFR 207l.l(l)(iv) describes this class as "areas of 
outstanding scenic splendor, natural wonder, or scientific importance that 
merit: special attention and care in management to insure their preservatfon 
in their natural condition. These usually are relatively undisturbed, represent- 
dtive of rare botanical, geological, or zoological characteristics of principal 
'interest for scientific and research purposes." 

SUPPORT NEEDS 

Same as those identified for the ACEC recommendation. 

MULTIPLE USE ANALYSIS I 

Impacts from this alternative would be the same as those described under the 
multiple use analysis for the recreation ACEC recommendation (ACEC/R-1.1). 

, 
ALTERNATIVE 2 (No Action) 

Take no action to designate the area identified in the ACEC recommendation 
(ACEC/R-1.1). 

MULTIPLE USE ANALYSIS 

MINERALS - If those protective stipulations called for under the ACEC recommend- 
ation are not implemented there would be a positive impact to the mineral 
exploration and development program in the planning area. Access and site 
specific activities would not be hampered by surface restricting stipulations 
except in that portion of the site given WSA status or on portions of the 
area which is already in a Category 3 "no surface occupancy" classification 
for oil and gas leasing. 

RANGE - This recommendation is in direct conflict with range ACEC recommendation, 
ACEC/RM-1.1. There would be a negative impact to the reference areas located 
on the Mesas if livestock grazing were to occur. This negative impact could 
be negated by fencing these areas before livestock grazing was permitted. 

. 
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A positive benefit would result to the rangeland program in terms of forage 
production if the tops of the Mesas are not closed to livestock use. This 
impalct would be insignificant since grazing the Mesas by livestock does not 
appear to be economically feasible (see Rationale for Wildlife ACEC recommendation 
ACEC/WL-1.1). 

WATERSHED - This alternative is in direct conflict with watershed ACEC recommend- 
ation ACEC/W-1.1. Impacts from this alternative could range from none (if 
surf'ace disturbing activities do not occur to a significant adverse effect. 
Any increased surface disturbing activities (i e., grazing, mining, ORV use, 
etc.) could have an adverse impact on the watershed values located in the 
Blue Hills portion of the ACEC recommendation. As stated in the watershed 
ACEC rationale (see ACEC/W-l.l), the upper Blue HiTls have been studied since 
1877, with research currently being conducted by Andrew Godfrey of the USFS 
and the University of Arizona, under the sponsorship of the National Science 
Foundation. Surface disturbing activities could negate these studies or 
seriously effect the future value of the area as a site with scientific 
educ,ational values. 

In addition; the soils in the Blue Hills area are of a Mancos shale composite 
and are classified in the moderate to severe erosion condition classes. 
Thesa soils are highly susceptible to scarring and erosion by surface disturb- 
ing ,vehicles. ORV use and mineral exploration and development could signifi- 
cantly increase the amount of sediment flowing into the Fremont river. 
Unless mitigation measures such as those identified in the support need of 
the recommendation are implemented, watershed values and the use of the area 

.as a scientific study area could'be seriously jeopardized. 

WILDLIFE - This alternative is in direct conflict with wildlife ACEC recommend- 
ation, ACEC/WL-1.1. Serious impacts would not occur if the mesas were not 
disturbed. If surface disturbing activities are authorized, there could be a 
negative impact which could significantly effect the mesas current natural 
biological and ecological character and the naturally occurring physical 
processes which formed them. This impact would result from not being able to 
use the mesas as reference areas or field laboratories where baseline research 
could be conducted to evaluate the impacts of human-related activities on 
cold desert plant and animal communities. Those support needs identified in 
the recommendation would be necessary if these mesas have any viability as 
natural areas. 

RECREATION - If no action is taken to designate the area and no support needs 
are implemented those six potential impacts described in the rationale for .the 
recommendation could become a reality. Special management is needed for the 
area to prevent these negative impacts. Designation and/or the support'needs 
identified for the recommendation are needed to insure those recreation values 
in the proposed area are not negatively impaired and land management guidelines 
are implemented to help resource specialists properly manage the area. 

_ 
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&C/R-1.1 -- - 

MULTIPLE USE RECOMMENDATION ACEC/R-1.1 

Accept the specialist recommendation with the following modifications: 

a) Exclude South Caineville Mesa from the ACEC designation. 

b) Exclude the Blue Hills portion north of the Fremont river from ACEC designation. 

RATIONALE -- 

North Caineville Mesa and the Upper Blue Hills south of South Caineville Mesa 
have the most value for scenic and scientific purposes. The remainder of the 
areas in the original recommendation can be protected through multiple use manage- 
ment. 

SUPPORT NEEDS 

Implement the support needs identified under the specialist recommendation on 
those areas identified for ACEC designation. 

DECISION ACEC/R-1.1 -- 

Reject the multiple use recommendation as written. Accept the special i 
recommendation with the following modification: 

(a) Designate‘North and South Caineville Mesas as ACECs and implement 

st 

the 
support needs identified for wildlife ACEC recommendation, ACEC/WL-1.1; 

(b) Do not designate the remaining proposed areas as ACEC. Provide protect- 
ion for the recreation values identified for that delineated portion of 
the Blue Hills lying south of State highway U-24 for this recommendation 
and implement the support needs defined for watershed ACEC decision, 
ACEC/W-1.1. 

RATIONALE -- 

The specialist rationale describes those recreation values related to the mesas 
which need special management protection. The wildlife rationale and decision 
rationale for wildlife ACEC recommendation (ACECJWL-1.1) also describe resource 
values which need special management and qualify the mesas for designation, 

That portion of the Blue Hills lying south of State Highway U-24 has been 
identified as havi.ng both -recreation and watershed values (see watershed ACEC 
recommendation, ACEC/W-1.1). This area was not designated as 'an ACEC because. 
(1) the values identified are pervasive throughout the defined area (approxi- 
mately 52,000 acres); (2) these values are not in jeopardy of being lost or 

. 
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irreparably damaged because of the area's limited resource development potential 
(oil and gas, locatable minerals, grazing, etc.), and (3) protective management 
will be implemented through standard BLM procedures to insure full consideration 
and development of mitigating measures for any proposed action which- could 
significantly impair the special resource values identified within the defined 
boundary (i.e., oil and gas leasing classifications, ORV closure, etc.). See 
the watershed ACEC decision, ACECIW-1.1, for additional comments. 

A large portion of the Blue Hills lying south of U-24 has also been given WSA 
status. While this area is being considered for wilderness designation, additional 
protection will be provided through the implementation of the Interim Management 
Policy and Guidelines for Lands Under Wilderness Review. . 

The portion of the Blue Hills lying to the north of State highway U-24 was not 
designated as an ACEC. Protective management was limited to a category 2 oil 
and gas classification with the use of special stipulations (see minerals 
decision M-2.1). The decision not to designate was based on (1) use in the area 
has been limited to occasional livestock grazing and some ORV use; no other 
types of uses are expected in the near future and a study has been authorized to 
determine if an ORV closure is warranted, and (2) most of the area is not 
visible from the highway; therefore, most scenic recreation opportunities to 
view the Mancos shale formations are expected to occur from the top of South 
Caineville Mesa which overlooks that portion of the Blue Hills being provided 
protection (see preceding paragraph). 

. 
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ACEC/R-1.2 

RECOMMENDATION ACEC R-l.2 

Designate 64,000 acres as the Dirty Devil ACEC and manage the area to preserve its 
natural and scenic values. 

RATIONALE -- 

This area, which represents about 3% of the land in the planning area, meets 
the ACEC identification criteria of relevance and significance, and requires 
special management attention. 

This area meets the criteria of relevance because it contains important scenic 
historic and cultural values and illustrates natural systems and processes. 

The VRM inventory rated the scenery as Class A, the highest category. This 
area is characterized by steep, colorful cliffs of Navajo sandstone in narrow 
winding canyons. Numerous side canyons enter the main canyon, primarily from 
the northeast. Scenic vistas are found at Burr Point (which has potential for 
the development of a major scenic overlook accessible from U-95) a 
Point (which has outstanding vistas of not only the canyons but a 1 
length of the Henry Mountains). 

nd at Angels 
so the entire 

Historic values are related to the famous outlaw "Butch Cassidy". 
Roost Canyon was a major outlaw stronghold on the Outlaw Trail wh i 
Canada to Mexico. (There were three major outlaw hideouts on the 
other two are Brown's Park, Utah;, and Hole-in-the-Rock, Wyoming). 

Robbers 
ch ran from 
trail; the 

There is a high potential for finding archaeological sites. Several potential 
National Register nominations .are within the proposed ACEC boundaries, includ- 
ing a petroglyph panel, historic trail, and a rockshelter. 

Recreation values are related to the outstanding scenery and outstanding 
opportunities for primitive unconfined recreation and solitude. Hiking, back- 
packing and exploring are possible via Hanksville and Angels Point. 

The area meets the criteria for importance because it has special worth when 
compared to like or similar resources. 

Second, the area is under study by BLM for possible wilderness designation. 
While one may think this recommendation duplicates the protection afforded by 
the wilderness interim management .policy, an MFP decision is nevertheless 
needed. The Wilderness Study Phase Policy requires BLM to identify probable 
land use of the area should wilderness designation not be approved by Congress. 
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This will assist BLM, Congress and the public in evaluating the no wilderness 
and no action alternative in the Wilderness EIS. ACEC and wilderness designation 
can overlap (see Draft Wilderness Management Policy and ACEC regulations). 
Since it is possible that Congress will act on wilderness decisions before this 
MFP is revised, a decision on the other land use alternatives for this area is 
necessary at this time. 

Special management is necessary for several reasons. Recreation use will 
increase as the area receives additional publicity (related to wilderness 
study) and population increases (especially in Price). 

Portions of 14 State school sections are in the area. State land use policy to 
maximize economic returns is generally inconsistent in areas that have high 
scenic values. Any new access or development of these sections could jeopardize 
scenic and recreational values and complicates BLM administration of the area. 
New data has shown geologic potential for discovery of uranium, oil and gas. 
BLM will eventually be called upon to analyze the impacts of exploration and 
new access proposals similar to the recent "Cotter Case". 

Existing management is inadequate because the 1974 MFP only recognizes the 
potential WSR values for portions of the area. For example, the east side of 
the river has Category 1 oil and gas leases while portions of the west side 
have Category 4. Also HCRS representatives have recently indicated that CED 
consultation requirements regarding protection of WSR values for this river 
have been rescinded. It will now be up to BLM alone to decide whether to 
protect these values and how to do so. Third, the area has other values in 
addition to WSR values (as described above) as well, which are not currently 
reflected in the MFP. Fourth, note that the area identified with ACEC values 
is larger than the Dirty Devil WSA. The likelihood of future wilderness de- 
signation is unknown and in any case, will not correspond to the area requiring 
special management attention. 

An MFP decision will give management direction to an area with potential for 
conflicting land uses, as well as aid in the wilderness study (as discussed 
above). It will also assure that the area's natural, historic, and scenic 
values,are recognized and protected and serve as a basis for evaluating the 
impacts of future land use proposals. 

Formal designation of this area as an ACEC would also serve as a basis for 
obtaining appropriate State sections in trade and thereby reducing management 
problems related to access. 

Failure to recoanize the recreation and scenic values could result in their 
impairment, esp;cially if tar sands exploration or.development occurred. 
(Portions of the tar sands leasing area are on the Dirty Devil River. Additional 
exploration and development would have both direct and indirect adverse impacts 
due to improved access). r 

.t 
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The factors discussed above also lead to the conclusion that the canyons of the 
Dirty Devil River meet the criteria for designation as an Outstanding Natural 
Area. 43 CFR 8352 authorizes BLM to designate areas which have unusual scenery, 
natural wonder or scientific values that merit special attention to insure 
preservation in their natural condition as Outstanding Natural Areas. Management 
objectives are to maximize recreation use without damaging the natural features 
which set the area apart. 43 CFR 8352.1 states: "NO person shall use, occupy, 
construct or maintain authorized facilities in a manner that unnecessarily 
detracts from the quality of the outstanding natural features of the area." 

SUPPORT NEEDS 

-Develop activity management plan 
* 

-Oil and gas leasing: Category 2 with stipulations on slope and riparian zones. 
-Close entire area to ORV use 
-Rehab roads 
-Exchange out all State sections 

MULTIPLE USE ANALYSIS 

The major portion of this recommendation lies in wilderness study area (WSA) 
236A. While the area remains as a WSA, adequate protection will be provided 
through the use of the interim management policy for WSAs. However, additional 
acreage outside the WSA also requires special management attention. If the WSA 
portion is not approved by Congress as a wilderness area, the following impacts 
could be expected from the recomyendation: 

MINERALS - Impacts from this recommendation could range from a low negative 
(based on current activity and exploration data) to a moderate negative (based 
on resource potential). Eight oil and gas wells have been drilled around the 
periphery of the proposed ACEC area. None of the wells produced significant 
finds to encourage production and all were plugged and abandoned. Five of the 
wells did show that some oil and gas reserves existed in the Pennsylvanian and 
Permian formations but not enough to encourage further exploration or development 
by the companies holding the leases. 

Potential for oil and gas discoveries could be considered good in the proposed 
ACEC area. This assumption is based on prehistoric depositions of calcium 
carbonate sediments which formed mounds or "bioherms" and structural traps 
which are known to exist in similar formations within Paradox Basin. Exploration 
drilling in the past few years has discovered these bioherms (repositories for 
hydrocarbon products) and millions of barrels of oil are being produced from 
them annually in the Four Corners region of the southern margin of the Paradox 
Basin. There is also evidence based on stratigraphic and structural measurements 
and inferences that the proposed ACEC area is situated between two major 
alignments which could contain structural traps. These structural traps 
(hydrocarbons trapped in permeable and/or porous rbck formations by an overlayer 
of permeable rock) have the potential for large hydrocarbon deposits. Additional 
exploration will be needed to confirm or disclaim these oil and gas potentials 
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and if the area is put into a Category 2 for oil and gas leasing with stipulat- 
ions on slope and riparian zones, many areas could be excluded from exploration. 

Although no commercial quantities are known to exist, impacts on locatable 
minerals in the proposed ACEC area would be negative. Cotter Corporation 
drilled 25 to 30 holes in the Twin Corral Box Canyon in 1979-80 and did not 
find significant deposits of uranium. However, there is still a geologic 
potential for the occurrence of commercial quantities-of uranium in the Moss 
Back member of the Chinle formation. ACEC designation would not prevent entry 
into the area should commercial sources be found at a later date but it could 
hinder access and the degree of disturbance allowed for exploration and/or 
production. The same situation could result for tar sands development just 
south of the proposed ACEC. . 

WATERSHED - There would be a low positive impact to watershed resources from 
this recommendation. Limiting oil and gas exploration to protect slopes and 
riparian zones and closing the area to ORV use would help reduce the amount of 
surface disturbing activities which could damage the fragile vegetative cover 
which exists in the area. Since rainfall in the area is less than 10 inches 
per ,year, and approximately 75% of the area has been given a critical erosion 
rehabilitation is difficult to accomplish and watershed values would be better 
served by keeping surface disturbing activities to a minimum. 

WILDLIFE - This recommendation compliments the wildlife ACEC recommendation 
for Beaver Wash Canyon (see ACEC/WL-1.4). This recommendation would have a 
significant impact on the protection and enhancement of wildlife habitat and 
those animal species known to inhabit the area. Beaver Wash Canyon located in 
the Burr Desert has been identified as a cold desert riparian ecosystem that is 
in good ecological condition and as such is a very rare environmental resource. 
Designation of the area as an ACEC would be a major positive benefit to the 
wildlife program in the planning area. No formal recognition has been given to' 
the area in past MFPs and increased land use pressures could easily destroy 
those values unless land managers are forewarned through a designation process. 

Those support needs identified for the recommendation, although not as encom- 
passing as those called for under wildlife ACEC recommendation (ACEC/WL-1.4), 
would certainly have a beneficial impact in terms of enhancing and maintaining 
riparian zones and other wildlife habitat. These protective stipulations would 
assure a minimum amount of surface disturbing activities which could easily 
destroy those wildlife values that need special management attention. 

ALTERNATIVE 1 

Designate the 64,000 acres identified in the recommendation as an Outstanding 
Natural Area. 

RAT1 ONALE -- 

Designation of this area as an Outstanding Natural Area will provide guidelines 
1 

. for the management and protection of public.lands having natural characteristics 
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and for outstanding scenic qualities. 43 CFR 2071.1(b)(l) described recreation 
desianated lands as "a tract of land usually several thousand acres in size 
wheri recreation is or is expected to be a major use, and designation will 
assist the public by making the areas known to them. Some examples of areas 
mrnrbe designated as rFe*lands follow: Scenic areas of natural 
beauty such as waterfalls; habitat of interesting, rare or unusual plants or 
animals; gorges; natural lakes; geological areas of outstanding structural or 
historical features of the earth's development such as caves, glaciers and 
other phenomena; roadless areas in which the primitive environment is preserved, 
sometimes, referred as wilderness, wild, primiti.ve, roadless or virgin areas." 

The Bureau of Outdoor Recreation has adopted six land classes. One or more of 
these classes must be contained on those lands with recreation values. Out- 
standing Natural Area is one of these classes that is representative of the 
recommended area. 43 CFR 2071.1(b)(l) describes this class as "areas of 
outstanding scenic spendor, natural wonder, or scientific importance that merit 
special attention and care in management to insure their preservation in their 
natural condition. These usually are relatively undisturbed, representative of 
rare botanical, geological, or zoological, characteristics of principal interest 
for scientific and research purposes." 

SUPPORT NEEDS 

Same as those identified for the ACEC recommendation, 

MULTIPLE USE ANALYSIS i 

Impacts from this alternative would be the same as those described under the 
multiple use analysis for the recreation ACEC recommendation (ACEC/R-1.2). 

, 
ALTERNATIVE 2 (No Action) 

Take no action to designate the area identified in the ACEC recommendation 
(ACEC/R-1.2). 

I .- 
MULTIPLE USE ANALYSIS 

MINERALS - If the area is not designated and those protective stipulations 
called for under the ACEC recommendation are not implemented there would be a 
positive impact to the mineral exploration and development program in the 
planning area. Access and site specific activities would not be hampered by 
surface restricting stipulations and the potential for oil and gas deposits in 
the area could be determined through a well drilling program. Favorable 
geologic formations for oil and gas deposits are known to exist.in the area and 
exploratory drilling is the only way to determine the extent and value of this 
potential. 
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WATERSHED - If no designation is given or protective stipulations adopted, 
watershed values could be negatively impacted. This impact could range from a 
low adverse to a moderate adverse depending on the amount of surface disturbing 
activities occurring within the area. Fragile soils, sparse vegetation and a 
limited rainfall (10 inches or less annually) make watershed conditions in the 
area are very tenuous. A large portion (75%) of this area has been given a 
critical erosion condition classification attributed to natural causes. Man 
related disturbances in the area have been relatively minor but this could 
change and the erosion potential increased if ORV use (which does not require 
rehabilititation) and oil and gas exploration activities were to increase. 
Riparian zones could be seriously impacted and a degrading of existing conditions 
could occur (Beaver Wash Canyon.is currently identified as being in good 
condition). . 

Without the designation and protective stipulations to maintain the existing 
condition of the area, management actions could result that would jeopardize 
watershed values and reduce the sparse vegetation which has taken decades to be 
established. Surface disturbances are long lasting and rehabilitation potential 
is very sensitive to the area's low rain fall and poor soils. 

WILDLIFE - A portion of the no action alternative is in direct conflict with 
the wildlife ACEC recommendation for Beaver Wash Canyon (ACEC/WL-1.4). Impacts 
without the designation would depend on whether Beaver Wash Canyon was to 
receive special protective stipulations. If not, surface disturbing activities 
could seriously impair this ecological refuge that is considered very rare. 
This canyon represents one of the few riparian ecosystems in good condition in 
the planning area. The existing'MFP does not recognize the biological and 
ecological values of this unique riparian habitat or make recommendations on 
how these values are to be protected. 

. , Designation is needed to identify the reason for resource protection and to 
help land managers recognize the need for special management attention. 
Special protective stipulations must be identified to minimize surface disturb- 
ing activities which could be harmful to the riparian habitat. 

RECREATION - If the no action alternative is implemented, surface disturbing 
activities could definitely have a negative impact on the recreation values 
identified in the recommendation's rationale. Currently, there is no recognit- 
ion given in the existing MFP to the area's recreation or scenic values. This 
alternative would continue this failure to identify and protect those scenic 
and recreation values the area is known to possess. Loss of these recreation 
values could easily occur if no management guidelines are developed in advance 
to handle potential resource use conflicts. 

\... 

Geologic formations in the area indicate a potential for oil, gas and uranium 
deposits. Past drilling exploration immediately around the proposed ACEC area 
failed to locate any commercial quantities of oil and gas and Cotter Corporation's 

. 
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uranium exploration work in Twin Corral Box canyon (located in the proposed 
ACEC area) also failed to find commercial quantities of this mineral. Since 
the geologic potential for oil and gas still exists inside the area, additional 
drilling must be done before a final conclusion can be made as to the quantity 
of any oil and gas deposits. Tar sands exploration is occurring and commercially 
recoverable deposits have been estimated to be one billion barrels of oil. It 
is, therefore, not unreasonable to assume that additional exploration activities 
will continue to occur in the area resulting in land use conflicts which could 
diminish.or seriously impair the recreational and scenic values in the area. 
Nearly all of the tar sands leasing area is outside the ACEC boundary, but due 
to their proximity, indirect impacts such as road construction and ORV use are 
of particular concern. Virtually all support needs for tar sands development 
is likely to be routed across the Dirty Devil River' at Poison Springs ford. 

Even if tar sands development does not occur, special management attention is 
still necessary. Lack of designation fails to identify to the state land' 
commission those resource values in the area which need special management 
and/or protection. This alternative makes no provision to exchange out the 
State sections located in the area. Resource use conflicts (similar to the 
Cotter Corporation case) can be 'expected to continue and recreation and scenic 
resource values could be significantly impaired. BLM's responsibility is to 
identify and protect certain resource values on public lands which offer the 
general public outstanding scenic qualities. 

Management guidelines need to be developed at this stage of the planning 
process to assure protection of the recreation and scenic values. Adopting the 
support needs without recognizing the recreation and scenic va1ue.s through a 
formal planning designation would not protect the area from resource conflicts. 
Unforeseen land use conflicts (new long distance powerlines, conveyer belts, 
pipelines and new access roads are constantly being proposed as Utah's energy , 
development increases), as well as foreseeable activities (i.e., oil, gas 
and tar sands exploration and drilling, ORV use) could occur and without ident- 
ification, designation and management recognition of the area, recreation and 
scenic resource values could easily be lost or severely diminished. 

Due to the likelihood of tar sands development in this area, adopting the 
support needs without recognizing the recreation and scenic values of this area 
is considered inadequate protection. 
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MULTIPLE USE RECOMMENDATION ACEC/R-1.2 

Reject the specialist recommendation. 

RATIONALE 

The major portion of the proposed ACEC area has been identified as a WSA and 
will be provided protection in the present and into the future under the interim 
management policy for WSAs. If the final decision is not to designate the area 
as wilderness, an ACEC designation should again'be considered. 

DECISION ACEC/R-1.2 -- 

Reject the multiple use recommendation as written. Implement the following 
decision: 

(a) Designate the Beaver Wash Canyon portion as an ACEC and implement the 
support needs identified for the wildlife ACEC recommendation, ACEC/WL-1.4. 

(b) Reject the remaining area as an ACEC. Protect‘the resource values found 
within the boundaries defined in this recommendation by: 

(1) closing the area to ORV use 
(2) Placing the area in a Category 2 for oil and gas leasing with 

special stipulations on slope and drilling and storage facilities 
(see minerals decision, M-2.1 and M-2.2). 

(3) Exchanging out all State sections. 

RATIONALE -- 

The Beaver Wash Canyon portion will be designated an ACEC in conjunction 
with wildlife ACEC recommendation, ACEC/WL-1.4. Outstanding recreational 
opportunities for hiking, camping and exploring exist in a unique area 
identified as a cold desert riparian ecosystem located in an otherwise 
desert environment.' Special management is needed to prevent irreparable 
damage to the ecological refugia (i.e., an isolated habitat that has 
preserved suitable environmental conditions for those species adapted to 
it and is unique in its ecological and geographical position in the 
region) which could be significantly impaired from certain surface 
disturbing activities. 

The remaining portion of the Dirty Devil area will not be given ACEC 
designation because (1) the values identified are pervasive throughout 
the defined area (approximately 58,0@0 acres), (2) these values are not 
in jeopardy of being lost or irreparably damaged because of.the area's 
limited resource development potential as determined through past oil 
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and gas and locatable minerals exploration data, and (3) protective mangement 
will be implemented through standard BLM procedures to insure-full consider- 
ation and development of mitigating measures for any proposed action which 
could significantly impair the special resource values identified within the 
defined boundary (i.e., oil and gas leasing classifications, DRV closure, 
etc.). 

A portion of the proposed area lies within the boundaries of the Dirty Devil 
WSA. While this area is being considered for wilderness designation, additional 
protection will be provided through the implementation of the Interim Management 
Policy and Guidelines for Lands Under Wilderness Review. 
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ACEC/R-1.3 

RECOMMENDATION ACEC R-l.3 

Designate the 32,640 acres of the Little Rockies National Natural Landmark (NNL) 
as an Area of Critical Environmental Concern (ACEC). 

RATIONALE -- 

The Little Rockies area, representing approximately 2% of the planning area,' 
meets the ACEC criteria for relevance because it contains high scenic values 
and represents natural processes, specifically the geologic forces which formed 
the Henry Mountains. The area is important because.it has "more than local 
significance" as shown by its designation as a National Natural Landmark by the 
Department of the Interior in 1975. The National Natural Landmark recommendation 
concluded 'I.... there can be little doubt that the 'site has national and even 
international significance." The Little Rockies also have "....special worth 
when compared to like or similar resources". The NNL recommendation states, 
"The Henry Mountains have the structures, the rocks, and the excellence of 
exposures that make them textbook illustrations of some fundamental geological 
phenomena." 

Several other factors also illustrate the areas significance and importance. 
The area is also a high priority site for a Utah Division of Wildlife Resources 
desert bighorn sheep transplant because of its isolation and unintruded nature. 
In the previous MFP (1974), the area had been identified as having the potential 
for Primitive Area designation. The area was identified as a BLM Wilderness 
Study Area in 1980 because of its size, naturalness, and outstanding opportunities 
for both solitude and primitive, unconfined recreation. 

The area between the Little Rockies NNL and Lake Powell is part of Glenn Canyon 
NRA,, The NPS Master Plan for this area has classified it as a "Natural Zone" 

L with potential for wilderness designation. The management strategy for a 
natural zone is to maintain the areas isolation and natural processes, and 
allow the consumption of renewable resources subject to protection of natural 
values. Mining, utility rights-of-way, and recreational ORV use are prohibited. 

The BLM,and NPS administered lands are geologically and hydrologically related; 
the BLM section is the upper portion of several watersheds (e.g., Four Mile 
Creek, Two Mile Creek, and Ticaboo Creek) which flow through the NRA before 
reaching Lake Powell. Some surface disturbing activities which occur in the 
upper watershed could have an impact on the lower end of the watershed. 

National Natural Landmark designation and adjacent NPS management do not affect 
any uses which may occur in the area. However, BLM is.under obligation (as the 
land managing agency) to recognize, manage and protect the values for which 
this area was established as a National Natural Landmark. Congress has requested 
that management of national resource lands include "giving special attention to 
the protection of ACECs for the purpose of insuring that "the most environmentally 
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important and fragile lands will be given early attention and protection." 
This can be accomplished only through the BLM planning system. 

BLM recognition of the areas significance would offer several benefits: 

1) A detailed ACEC management plan would assure that the areas natural 
values which led to NNL designation would be preserved. 

2) Identification of specific values to be preserved would also assure 
that management would be neithertoo restrictive nor insufficient. For 
example, some of the area has a high potential for oil and gas discoveries. 
A management plan could serve as a basis for allowing leasing under Category 
2 stipulations. 

3) ACEC designation would provide a basis for evaluating the impacts of 
future activities. 
deposits of uranium. 

For example, portions of the NNL may have significant 

holes. 
Texas Gulf has already drilled 15 exploration 

This drilling activity can be expected to increase in intensity 
and BLM will be requested to assess impacts. BLM may also need to evaluate 
impacts of improved access (up to now, helicopters have been used) for 
additional exploration or actual development of claims. 

4) ACEC designation would minimize the chance of adverse effects on NPS 
lands in the lower portions of the watersheds. 

, 

5) ACEC designation would serve as a basis for coordination of management 
activities with NPS and UDWR. For example, hiking and wildlife observation 
activities take place on both sides of the NRA boundary and would benefit 
if both agencies agreed on similar management objectives. This is particularly 
important if the bighorn transplant proposal is to occur. 

6) ACEC designation would assist in evaluating the no wilderness alternative 
and no action alternative in the Wilderness EIS. BLM is required by study 
phase policy to inform Congress and the public as to what the expected 
land uses are for the WSA should it not be designated wilderness. Since 
both wilderness and other resource uses are being determined in this 
transition MFP, a decision is necessary at this time. 

L.. 

7) ACEC designation provides a means of identifying to other'government 
agencies (especially the State Land Commission) those areas where an 
exchange of isolated state sections should occur because of potential 
resource use conflicts. The State of Utah tries to obtain the highest 
economic return on the use of all state school sections. Many times this 
leads to serious land use conflicts with other public land managing 
agencies. Unless the BLM specifically designates certain areas to 
establish clearly defined management objectives and then takes the appropriate 
steps to exchange out isolated state sections where resource preservation b 
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is desired, the potential for conflicting resource uses (similar to'the 
Cotter Corp. problem) will continue. Good land management requires 
readily identifiable management objectives which will guide all resource 
users especially when a particular resource value has been identified for 
protection. Designation achieves this goal. 

Currently there is no definitive management policy for the Little Rockies in 
the 1974 MFP other than the recommendations to study the area for primitive 
area designation (which has now been superceded by the Wilderness program) and 
to place the area in Category 4 for oil and gas leasing. Note that adopting 
the support needs without formally identifying the management goals for the 
area would not bring about several of the benefits described above. 

Failure to recognize the natural values of the Little Rockies and clearly 
define management objectives for the area in a site specific management activ- 
ity plan could have several possible results. The NNL identification would 
remain a "paper designation" without supporting BLM management guidance. 
Management direction would remain unclear, leading to difficulties in eval- 
uating non-wilderness options by BLM, Congress and the public. Coordination 
with other land managing agencies and the development of other agency plans 
would be hindered because of uncertainties regarding BLM intentions. Decisions 
in support of maintaining natural values would not have the benefit of a 
Management Framework Plan. (Since the plan would remain silent on the issue, 
there would be no legal basis for denying requests for activities which could 
be inconsistent with the NNL values, other than the "undue and unnecessary 
degradation" requirements of FLPMA). 

Support Needs 

-ACEC designation. process 

, -Development of activity management plan 
-0RV designations (see R-3.6) 
-Maintain existing category 4 for oil and gas leasing 
-Exchange State sections 

%._ 
L_. :.. *.... 
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MULTIPLE USE ANALYSIS 

A major portion of this recommendation lies in wilderness study area (WSA) 
247. While the area remains as a WSA, adequate protection will be provided 
through the use of the interim management policy for WSAs. If the WSA portion 
is not approved by Congress as a wilderness area, the following impacts could 
be expected from the recommendation and its support needs: 

MINERALS - This recommendation could have both positive and negative impacts 
on the oil and gas exploration and development p.rogram. There is currently no 
active exploration or drilling activities involving leasable minerals taking 
place in the proposed ACEC area. This is a result of the existing Category 4, 
"no leasing" classification given the area. Based.on the area's location in 
the Paradox Basin and other drill data, it was determined that there is.a 
geologic potential for the occurrence of oil and gas throughout the proposed 
ACEC area. If the Category 4, "no leasing'* classification is retained, no oil 
and gas drilling could be authorized and the real potential for oil and gas 
deposits would remain unknown in the area. 

This recommendation will have no effect on the uranium exploration occurring 
in Four Mile Canyon. Other locabable minerals are not known to exist in the 
proposed area so there would be no adverse impacts from the proposal. 

‘3 
WATERSHED - There would be a low positive impact to watershed resources from 
this recommendation concerning the restricting of ORV use. The topography of 
the area is characterized by steep mountains with broken and narrow ridges 
radiating away from the central core. ORV use would be restricted by the 
natural geologic features, but closing the whole area to all use would prevent 
unnecessary surface disturbance which could add to the area's-sediment yield 
which is funneled south and east into Lake Powell. 

WILDLIFE - This recommendation compliments wildlife ACEC recommendation, 
ACEC/WL-1.5. This recommendation would have a positive impact on the protection 
and enhancement of wildlife habitat especially as it relates to the reintroduction 
of bighorn sheep. The Little Rockies, including the National Natural Landmark 
portion, has retained much of its natural character. Having the area designated 
will provide strong direction for future types of land uses which would be 
permissible inside the area. 

This is essential if the BLM is to be able to provide and protect adequate 
habitat for the preservation of the sheep introduction. Designation and the 
implementation of protective stipulations is an essential component of resource 
management where certain resource values need protection and exploitative users 
need close.monitoring and control to prevent unnecessary degration. 

-. , 
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ALTERNATIVE 1 

Designate the 32,640 acres of the Little Rockies National Natural Landmark as 
an Outstanding Natural Area. 

RATIONALE -- 

Designation of this area as an Outstanding Natural Area will provide guide- 
lines for the management and protection of public lands having natural character- 
istics and/or outstanding scenic qualities. 43 CFR 2071.1(b)(l) describes 
recreation designated lands as "tract of land usually several thousand acres 
in size where recreation is or is expected to be a-major use, and designation 
will assist the publicby making the areas known to them. Some examples of 
areas which may be designated as recr: Scenic areas of 
natural beauty such as waterfalls; habitat of interesting, rare or unusual 
plants or animals; gorges; natural lakes; geological areas of outstanding 
structural or historical features of the earth's development such as caves, 
glaciers and other phenomena; roadless area in which.the primitive environment 
is preserved, sometimes referred as wilderness, wild, primitive, roadless or 
virgin areas." 

The Bureau of Outdoor Recreation has adopted six land classes. One or more of 
these classes must be contained on those lands with recreation values. Outstand- 
ing Natural Area is one of these classes that is representative of the recommended 
area. 43 CFR 2071.1(l)(iv) describes this class as "areas of outstanding 
scenic spendor natural wonder, or scientific importance that merit special 
attention and care in management to insure their preservation in their natural 
condition. These usually are relatively undisturbed, representative of rare 
botanical, geological, or zoological characteristics of principal interest for 
scientific and research purposes." 

SUPPORT NEEDS 

Same as those identified for the ACEC recommendation. 

MULTIPLE USE ANALYSIS 

Impacts from this alternative would be the same as those described under the 
multiple use analysis for the recreation ACEC recommendation (ACEC/R-1.3). 

ALTERNATIVE 2 (No Action) 

Take no action to designate the area.identified in the ACEC recommendation 
(ACEC/R-1.3). 
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MULTIPLE USE ANALYSIS 

Under this alternative, the National Natural Landmark (NNL) designation would 
remain in tact. According to a 1972 Memorandum of Agreement, the BLM agreed 
to take appropriate steps to protect the important natural features of each 
site designated as a Registered Natural Landmark. The distinguishing features 
in the Little Rockies NNL which give it national significance include the type 
of igneous structure (intrusive plugs or stocks with associated sills and 
dikes and laccoliths), excellent exposures, the features are of fundamental 
significance in understanding the geologic processes, and the classic nature 
of the area where such features were first studied, described, and named. 

Existing management guidelines for the area are limited to having the NNL 
placed in a Category 4 'no leasing' for oil and gas resources. The area has 
never been identified or designated through the MFP process using one of BLM's 
designations. Therefore, impacts from this no action alternative will be 
based on the assumption that the oil and gas Category 4 classification would 
be the only restriction placed on land uses in the area. 

MINERALS - This no action alternative would continue to have a negative impact 
on oil and gas resource development in the area. This adverse impact is based 
on the location of the NNL in the Paradox Basin which is noted for its for- 
mations of bioherms (porous caverns which act as repositories for hydrocarbon 
deposits) and structural traps (hydrocarbons trapped in permeable and/or 
porous rock formations by an overlayer of impermeable rock) that have the 
potential for large deposits of oil and gas resources. If the area remains in 
a no lease classification, exploratory drilling will be excluded from the area 
and potential production data cannot be obtained. 

This area could still be provided protection if a Category 2 with special 
, stipulations (i e., no drilling on slopes in excess of 25%) was implemented. 

This would mitigate the adverse impact of no leasing and provide the oil and 
gas industry an opportunity to determine whether there was any substance to 
the geologic potential for oil and gas deposits. 

WATERSHED - There would be a positive impact to the,watershed values in the 
NNL. The Category 4 "no leasing" classification would continue to prevent a 
proliferation of access roads usually needed for oil and gas exploration and 
development. Surface disturbance would be kept to a minimum as it relates to 
mineral development and loss of vegetation would not occur. 

ORV use would continue to pose a threat to the stability of the watershed. 
Even though natural features act as a restriction to ORV use at the higher 
elevation levels, public lands on the lower levels of Mt. Holmes and Mt. 

_ Ellsworth could be negatively impacted from such use. Steep hills, fragile 
soils and limited vegetation make the NNL sensitive to the type of surface 
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disturbance associated with ORV use. From a watershed stability standpoint, 
ORV use should be restricted or limited to those existing roads in the area. 
Access roads from earlier mineral exploration which have been or are in 
various stages of rehabilitation from natural processes should be restricted. 
Only those roads needed for management purposes should be identified for 
future use. This would reduce the amount of sediment yield and gullying which 
usually results from unrehabilitated roads. 

WILDLIFE - This alternative is in direct conflict with the wildlife ACEC 
recommendation, ACEC/WL-1.5. This area has been identified as a reintro- 
duction area for desert bighorn sheep. These animals are very sensitive to 
man-related activities. ORV use, mineral development and other types of uses 
( i.e., powerline construction, access roads, pipeli'ne development, .etc.) are 
inimical to the need to preserve and protect bighorn sheep habitat. If the 
BLM agrees to the bighorn sheep introduction, land management guidelines are 
essential and identification and designation need to be developed and incor- 
porated into the management framework plan. Future land use conflicts will be 
easier to deal with and the general public and industry will be aware of the 
resource values which have been singled our for protection. 

RECREATION - This alternative would have a negative'impact on BLM recreation 
resource management and not provide adequate guidelines for future land 
managers. Currently there is no definitive management policy for the little 
Rockies in the 1974 MFP other than the recommendations to study the area for 
primitive area designation (which has now been superceded by the Wilderness 
program) and to place the area in Category 4 for oil and gas leasing. Note 

.that adopting support needs without formally identifying the management goals 
for the area would not bring about several of the benefits described in the 
rationale for the recommendation. 

Fai'lure to recognize the natural values of the Little Rockies and clearly 
define management objectives for the area in a site specific management activity 
plan could have several possible results. The NNL identification would remain 
a "paper designation" without supporting BLM management guidance. Management 
direction would remain unclear, leading to difficulties in evaluating non- 
wilderness options by BLM, Congress and the public. Coordination with other 
land managing agencies and the development of other agency plans would be 
hindered because of uncertainties regarding BLM intentions. Decisions in 
support of maintaining natural values would not have the benefit of a Manage- 
ment Framework Plan. Since the plan would remain silent on the issue, there 
would be no legal basis for denying.requests for activities which could be 
inconsistent with the NNL values, other than the "undue and unnecessary de-. 
gradation" requirements of FLPMA. On the other hand, management could 
inadvertently be too restrictive or not restrictive enough to preserve natural 
values. 
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ACFC!R-1-3 

MULTIPLE USE RECOMMENDATION 

Reject the specialist recommendation. 
." 

RATIONALE 

The Little Rockies National Natural Landmark area is now protected and will be 
protected for several years in the future under the interim management policy for 
WSAs. If the final decisions is not to designate the area as wilderness, an ACEC 
designation should again be considered. 

. 
-------------------------------------- 

DECISION ACEC/R-1.3 

Reject the multiple use recommendation. Accept the specialist recommendation 
with the following modification: 

(a) If the Little Rockies WSA is not designated as a wilderness area, then: 

(1) Designate that portion of this recommendation lying within the 
boundaries of the Little Rockies WSA as an ACEC in conjunction with 
the wildlife ACEC recommendation, ACEC/WL-1.5, and 

(2) Implement those support needs identified for the wildlife ACEC 
recommendation, ACEC/WL-1.5. 

RATIONALE . 

The. resource values identified in the rationale for the-specialist recommend- , 
ation would best be protected and enhanced by a wilderness designation of the 
area. The Little Rockies WSA and especially that portion containing the 
National Natural Landmark has remained in an almost undisturbed state. This 
is a result of the rugged topographical characteristics of the area and the 
limited resource development potential. 

. 

The Little Rockies WSA has also been identified as a potential reintroduction 
site for the desert bighorn sheep. As pointed out under the wildlife ACEC 
recommendation, ACEC/WL-1.5, these animals best typify the wilderness character 
of an area. Since the BLM has agreed to UDWR's reintroduction proposal for the 
area, a management commitment is needed to preserve this potential habitat. 

Current WSA status will provide adequate protection through the implementation 
of the Interim Management Policy and Guidelines for Lands Under Wilderness 
Review,. Should the area be found unsuitable or not designated as a wilderness 
area, ACEC designation would be appropriate for those reasons identified in 
the specialist rationale for this recommendation and in the decision rationales 
for the ACEC wildlife recommendations, ACEC/WL-1.2 and 1.4. 
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Referonce Number 

ACEC/W-1.1 

RECOMMENDATION ACEC/W-1.1 

Identify the area encompassing the Upper Blue Hills as an Area of Critical 
Environmental Concern (ACEC) and manage the area to preserve the identified 
earth process and watershed values. 

RAT1 ONALE -- 

This area meets the ACEC designation criteria of relevance, importance,'and sig- 
nificance and requires special management attention to "protect and prevent 
irreparable damage to important... natural systems or processes...n This area 
comprises approximately 3 percent of the planning area. 

The area is relevant because it contains measurable baseline conditions featuring 
a variety of land form processes including pediments, badlands, and streams that 
erode and fill on a cyclic basis. 

Considered a classic locality in American geomorphology, streams of the north 
flank of the Henry Mountains, particularly the Sweetwater, Cedar, and Oak Creek 
drainages, offer an unusual research opportunity because of a century-long 
history of prior investigation and a wealth of data from presen.t environmental 
conditions. South Caineville Mesa is a relict landform that exhibits measurable 

__ .' on-going earth processes including radial sheet and gully erosional patterns. 
The surrounding escarpment demonstrates spectacular examples of cap rock calving 
and talus movement. It is important because the mesa has an essentially undisturbed 
vegetation cover with a combination of erodable surface materials, including 
sand, desert pavement, and slick rock. The effects of climate on earth materials 
can:, therefore, be understood on each example of area landform. 

The Upper Blue Hills was the site of the first major research into landscape 
processes in the United States by G. K. Gilbert. Gilbert (1843-1918), a protege 
of Major J. W. Powell, merits the recognition as the father of U.S. Geomorphology 
(Thornbury, Principles of Geomorphology, 1957). In his classical study (Gilbert, 
Report on the Geology of the Henry Mountains, 1877), he recognized that a 
stream flowing down the steeper slope of an asymmetrical ridge erodes its 
valley more rapidly than one flowing down the more gentle slope and as a result 
the divide line migrates away from the more actively eroding stream toward the 
less actively eroding one. In 1883, Augustus Ferron surveyed Sweetwater Creek 
and measured the..stream'Ehannels for the General Land Office. Later in the 
1930's, C. B. 'Hunt analyzed the geomorphic processes in the area and outlined 
the role of stream capture in landscape evolution. This research continues 
today by principal investigators William L. Graf of the University of Arizona, 
under sponsorship of the National Science Foundation, and Andrew Godfrey of the 
USFS, who has conducted mass movement analyses (Godfrey, Abstracts, 1979 Annual 
Meetings, The Geological Society of America (92nd) project initiated by the 
National Science Fo,unda:tion) for the past 15 years. 

:: 
Dr. Graf has summarized the scientific importance of the area in an article .in 
the Henry Mountains Symposium (Utah Geological Association, 1980): 
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The Henry Mountains and their surrounding streams form a striking landscape 
that is the hearth zone of American geomorphology. Though the area is 
relatively remote even in 1980, its striking beauty has stimulated the 
development of modern theory in the science, principally through the 
writings of Gilbert and Hunt. The region forms a vast natural laboratory 
for the modern fluvial geomorphologist because it has a lengthy history of 
scientific investigation dating back to 1872, so that changes that are 
long-term .on a human scale can be analyzed. The area is also useful 
because natural resource investigations have documented substantial amounts 
of information about the general environment of the region that can be used 
to support the fluvial investigations (U.S. Geological Survey Miscellaneous 
Investigations Map set 591, Salina Folio). Finally, the area is important 
to the fluvial geomorphologist because it has'experienced a dramatic 
episode of intensive channel erosion within the past century. Most previous 
research in fluvial geomorphology in general has emphasized the depositional 
aspects of processes because that was the nature of the readily available 
evidence, but in the lower Fremont River Basin evidence on.erosion is 
available, and unlike many other areas, it is sharply defined'... It is 
difficult to identify any other single author or other single area that has 
had as profound an impact on today's geomorphic research. 

Upper Blue Hills deep gully development has been the product of the processes 
of discontinuous erosion, catastrophic washout, headcut migration, and mass 
movement. Of particular scientific value is that much of the channel erosion, 
now exhibited was begun by a large flood in 1897 and is continuing today, thus 
enabling researchers to develop modern landform process theory. 

The area has more than local significance and also "special worth when compared 
to like or similar resources" because of the century-long investigation on a 
variety of landforms not disturbed by man. The types of earth materials on 
these landforms permit scientific measurements to be made over a short time 
span. Landform processes are usually not measurable over a human life time 
because they normally occur only on the scale of geologic time. "Special 
worth" is also demonstrated by portions of this area being designated a Wilder- 
ness Study Area. WSA policy allows overlap with ACEC designations. 

This area requires special management to preserve the essentially pristine 
nature of the landforms in order to continue validation of the ongoing research 
programs. The intervention of natural erosion by man would invalidate the 
continuation of the long-term studies. In addition, the value of comparing 
natural processes with man-caused erosion in other areas would be lost. 

Much of the area is classified in moderate or severe erosion classes. If 
Mancos shale is culturally disturbed, visible scars are formed and the natural 
erosion processes are accelerated. The scars eventually weather away but even 
moderate scarring may be visible for several decades. . 
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Present and anticipated ORV activities in the area indicate problems in the 
immediate future in preserving the pristine integrity of this research site. 
Heavy ORV use and resultant scarring is now occurring in the portions of Mancos 
badlands adjacent to Utah Highway 24. The Fremont River is not a totally 
effective natural barrier, as ORVs have recently crossed over the active stream 
channel to gain access into the Sweetwater drainage. 

A proposed State of Utah Reservoir downstream from Caineville on the Fremont 
River would stimulate area recreational use. It would be preferable to regulate 
ORV activity before it reaches significant use l.evels rather than later attempt 
to change entrenched user patterns. 

Wilderness study phase data indicates potential for‘ oil and gas deposits under 
portions of this area. Scientific values would be seriously impaired if new 
access and exploratory activities would occur. Noticeable scarring is already 
evidenced by a seismograph access along Sweetwater Creek estimated to be approx- 
imately 30 years old. 

Similarly, irrepairable damage to.scientific values of the Sweetwater Creek 
floodplain would occur if the area were used as a transportation:utility corridor 
for coal deposits on Cave Flat, Wildcat, and Swap Mesas. 

Designation provides a means of 'identifying to other government agencies 
.(especially the State Land Commission) those areas where an exchange of isolated 
state sections should occur because of potential resource use conflicts. The 
State of Utah tries to obtain the highest economic.return on the use of all 
state school sections. Many times this leads to serious land use conflicts 
with other public land managing agencies. Unless the BLM specifically designates 
certain areas to establish clearly defined management objectives and then takes 
the appropriate steps to exchange out isolated state sections where resource 
preservation is desired, 'the potential for conflicting resource uses (similar 
to the Cotter Corp. problem) will continue. Good land management requires 
readily identifiable management objectives which will guide all resource users 
especially when a particular resource value'has been identified for protection. 
Designation achieves this goal. 

In summary, ACEC-designation of this.area would provide the means for identifying 
research values, serve as a means for integrating this recognition, into the 
management framework plan to remind future managers of these scientific values, 
and serve as a basis for guiding future development proposals and evaluating 
their impacts. 
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The above discussion leads to the conclusion that the area also qualifies as a 
Research Natural Area. 

Needs Support 

-Close area to recreational ORV use. 
-Change from oil and gas Category 1 to Category 2 with stipulations on slope,. 

season, and distance from riparian zones. 
-Develop a detailed management plan, integrating research programs. 
-No vehicular access to be developed. 
-Close area to utility corridors. 
-Exchange out all state sections. 

. 
MULTIPLE USE ANALYSIS 

A major portion of this recommendation lies within wilderness study area (WSA) 
238. While the area remains on a WSA, adequate protection will be provided 
through the use of the interim management policy for WSAs. If the WSA portion 
is not approved by Congress as a wilderness area, the following impacts could 
be expected from the recommendation and its support needs. 

MINERALS - Implimentation of this recommendation would adversely effect the 
mineral development program in the planning area, However, this adverse impact ; 
would not be serious. The major drawbacks to the minerals program are the 

.protective stipulations called for in the support needs. Placing the area in a 
Category 2, with stipulations on slope, season and distance from riparian zones 
for oil and gas exploration would certainly cause some inconvenience, but 

. . exploration activities could still occur. This is important since this area 
lies within the Paradox Basin known for its repository characteristics for 
hydrocarbon resources. These geologic formations make the potential for 

. commercial deposits of oil and gas very good. Only additional exploratory 
drilling will actually determine the validity of this potential. 

‘Negative impacts on coal production would also have to be identified as insig-, 
nificant. Coal deposits are known to exist in the area, but are not considered 
to be commercially viable because the coal is split into several thin seams 
which do not contain much tonnage. Therefore, the area has not even been 
included as part of the coal study area being analyzed under the coal unsuit- 
ability study of this document. 

This recommendation would have no impact on the locatable mineral program. 
Entry‘into the area would still be possible and use of the 3802 regulations 
would be used to assure proper environmental safeguards. 
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RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS- DECISION CIINTINUEO: 

RANGE - The recommendation will have no impact on livestock grazing in the 
area and would benefit rangeland resources because of the restriction to ORV 
use and the designation of the area as a Category 2 with stipulations on slope, 
season, and distance from riparian zones for oil and gas exploration and 
development. 

WILDLIFE - There would be a positive benefit to wildlife habitat from the 
implementation of the support needs. This benefit would mainly result from 
restrictions to ORV use and the protection provided to riparian habitat as it 
relates to oil and gas exploration and development. Designation for the 
area provides guidance in the Management Framework plan for land managers to 

. reduce and prevent possible destruction of those resource values that are 
sensitive to various types of surface disturbing activities and gives industry 
a chance to plan accordingly.. 

RECREATION - This recommendation compliments the recreation ACEC recommendation 
and would have a positive impact on those recreation and scenic values described 
in the rationale for the recreation recommendation (see ACEC/R-1.1). 

ALTERNATIVE 1 

Designate the proposed ACEC area as a Research Natural Area. 

. RATIONALE -- 

In addition to those reasons identified in the rationale for the ACEC recommend- 
ation, designation of this area;as a Research Natural Areas will provide 
procedures for the management and protection of public lands having natural 
characteristics that are unusual or that are of scientific or other special 
interests. 43 CFR 8823.0-5 defines a "Research Natural Area"'as an area that 
is established and.maintained for the primary purpose of research and education 
because the land has one or more of the following characteristics: (1) a 
typical representation of a common plant or animal association; (2) an unusual 
plant or animal association; (3) a threatened or endangered plant or animal 
species; (4) a typical representation of common geologic, soil, or water 
features; or (5) outstanding or unusual geologic, soil, or water features. 

SUPPORT NEEDS 

Same as those listed for the ACEC-recommendation. 

MULTIPLE USE ANALYSIS 

Impacts from this alternative would be the same as those described under the 
multiple use analysis for the watershed ACEC recommendation (ACEC/W-1.1). 
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RECOMMENOATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION CONTlr8JEO: 

ALTERNATIVE 2 (No Action) 

Take no action to designate the Upper Blue Hills or South Cainveille Mesa 
as an ACEC. 

MULTIPLE USE ANALYSIS 

If the WSA portion of the proposed area is not given wilderness status by 
Congress, the.following impacts could be expected from this alternative: 

MINERALS - The alternative would have a positive impact on the mineral develop- 
ment program in the planning area. Access and site specific activities would 
not be hampered by surface restricting stipulations since the entire area with 
the exception of South Caineville Mesa (in a Category 3, "no surface occupancy") 
is in'a Category 1, "open lease" classification. 

RANGE/WILDLIFE - This alternative would not have any noticeable impact on 
livestock grazing, rangeland resources or wildlife habitat unless there was a 
considerable increase,in ORV, oil and gas, or mining activities in the area. 

WATERSHED - This alternative could have a significant adverse impact on those 
watershed values and research studies in the area. The rationale for the 
watershed ACEC recommendation describes the implications of not designating the 
area and of not developing a special management plan which specifically provides 
guidance as to future land uses which could be conducted without jeopardizing 
the watershed values known to exjst in the area. 

RECREATION - This alternative is in conflict with the recreation ACEC recommend- 
ation and could have a negative adverse impact as identified in the rationale 
for the recommendation (see ACEC/R-1.1). 

. 

c. 

120 



UNITE0 STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAN0 MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

' MULTIPLE USE RECOMMENDATION ACEC/W-1.1 

. 
NamohAFP) 

Henry Mountain P.A. 
Activitv 

Reference Number 

ACEC/W-1.1 

Accept the specialist recommendation with the following modification: 

RATIONALE 

The specialist rationale identifies those resource values which need special 
management. ACEC designation would provide a defined boundary for this 
management and would caution public land users t,hat certain resource values 
are being protected. 

SUPPORT NEEDS . 

Implement the support needs identified under the specialist recommendation on 
the Upper Blue Hills area. 

DECISION ACEC/W-1.1 - w. L$+,jhH 

Reject the multiple use recommendation and the ipecialist recommendation. 
-Protect the resource values found within the boundaries defined in this re- 
commendation by: 

A) Implementing the following support needs: 

(1) Close the area to ORV use 
(2) Place the area in a Category 2 for oil and gas leasing with stip- 

ulations on slope, season, and distance from riparian'zones. 
(3) Exchange out all State sections , 

(B) Before authorizing any proposed action , conduct an on-site evaluation 
to determine the impacts which will result to those resource values 
identified in the rationale for the ACEC r.ecommendation. 

(C) Require mitigation of any significant impacts to these resource values. 

RATIONALE 

. 

-. 

ACEC designation was not authorized for this area because (1) the values 
identified are pervasive throughout the defined area (approximately 52,000 
acres), (2) these values are not in jeopardy of being lost or i.rreparably 
damaged because of the area's limited resource development potential (oil and 
gas, coal, locatable minerals, grazing etc.), and (3) protective management 
will be implemented through standard BLM procedures to insure full consideration. 
and development of mitigating measures for any proposed actionwhich'could 
significantly impair the special resource values identified within the defined 
boundary (i.e., oil and gas leasing classifications, ORV closure,.etc.). 
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Decisions: 

Rationale: 

DECISION/RECORD RATIONALE 
,/yL!sc (52 -/J 

FOR THE PROPOSED 
GILBERT BADLANDS RESEARCH 

NATURAL AREA ACEC 
I 

The proposed Research Natural Area ACEC will be designated. The 
Henry Mountain Management Framework Plan will be amended to 
accommodate this designation. A management plan for the re- 
search natural area will be implemented. 

Adoption of this proposal would amend the current BLM land man- 
agement plan for the area; therefore, this action would be in 
conformance with that plan. 

The Environmental Assessment shows that this action would cause 
insignificant adverse impacts, and an EnvironmentaT Impact 
Statement is not needed. 1' 

/&ZlLT~~ i- 7- YT 
Area Manager Date 

. . 

Distri?+Mana$er \ 
/45x0 ci--tcp 

- _ 
Date 

Approved By: 

$Qg&~z- \, 
Am5 Stateairector' 

. . 

.- 

G-- /s-s-7 
Date 
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UNITED STATES GOVERNr%.ENT 

DEPARTYENT OF THE INTERIOR 
f3UREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

IN REPLY REFER TO: 

1608 
(u933) 

- 

TO : District Manager, Richfield Date: t-,, 1’; 2 I( -’ L..L 

FROM : State Director, Utah 

SL'EJECT: Areas of Critical Environmental Concern 

1 have reviewed the recommendations, analyses and your proposed decision 
regarding XECs in the %enry Mountain Management Framework Plan. GJith 
the exception of the Cave Flat and Swap Mesa ACEC I can concur with,your 
proposed decisions. I agree that the bison habitat on Cave Flat and Swap 
Mesa is an important value which deserves special management attention. 
However,.1 feel that these.values have been fully recognized and will be 
protected through other management decisions in the,MFP. The coal unsuita- 
bility decision protects the crucial-critical habitat from surface mining 
and the oil and gas category II will preclude exploration and drilling 
activities during the critical season of use. 

:' 
-4, 

These decisions, and other (range-wildlife) establish the principal 
objective of managing the two areas to protect the bison habitat. Future 
land use activities in the areas will be subject to special stipulations 
desianed to accomplish the objective. The analysis does not show any 
distinct changes in management that would be accomplished through ACEC 
designation. For these reasons I believe a formal ACEC designation is 
not necessary. 

I 

b 9. 
~&J&l 

.- - .‘A:. I . ..I> 
Sk, ““?F~~‘!.J 

.-y. r. 
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UNITED STATES 
DE?ARTMENT OF THE WTEBfUR 

‘N ~.bAFPj 
K ?Tiry i,lOuntain P.A. . 

BuF(EAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT Activity 
Ky’i 1 derness 

i%4NAGE2+lEfdY FRAMEWOW# PLAN 
Objectiw Number 

ACTlViTY OBJECTIVE 
NI-1 2 

ISSUE 

The Federal Land Policy md Managenent Act of 1976 directed the BLM to inventory 
all public lands under their jurisdiction for wilderness potential, Which 
public lands should be recommended for wilderness status? 

OBJECTIVE 

Determine which public lands in the resource area are suitable for preservation 
. as wilderness. 

. 
RATIONALE 

L 
The BLM Wilderness Review was mandated by Congress through Section 6d3 of the 
Federal Land Policy and Management Act (FLPMA] of October 21, 1976. Procedures 
for accomplishing this were developed by BLM in consultation with the public. 
There are three phases in the program: (1) The Inventory Phase, during which 
all BLM lands having wilderness character were identified. This phase was 
completed for the HMRA with the announcemen t of the Utah State Director's 
Final Decision in Septenber, 1980. Nine Wilderness Study Areas (WSAs) were 
identified in the Henry Mountain Planning Area. (2) The Study Phase, during 
which BLM evaluates the wilderness characteristics, as well as other resource 
values, of the Wk. This evaluation is made as part of the land use planning 
process. The recommendations which follow were analyzed in an environmental 
assessment and a statewide C\lilderness Environmental Impact Statement and will 
complete this phase of the program. (3) The Report Phase, during which the 
wilderness recommendations will 'be forwarded to the Secretary of the.Interior, 
the President, and Congress. - . 

'? ; 

. 

._' . 

I_ - L. 

. 
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UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAN0 MANAGEMENT 

. 

MANAGENIENT FR.AMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

hom.(MFP) 
Henry Mountain P./ 

Activity 

,_-. _ Wilde,rness 
1: ; 

’ )I Rderence Number 

.y,' - - _ ; WI-1 

RECOMMENDATION WI-l 

'r 
Incorporate Moab District's wilderness suitability findings :for the lower 
portion of the Horseshoe Canyon WSA as part of this Management Framework Plan. 

RATIONALE -- 

Approximately 1,940 acres of WSA UT-060-045 crosses the district boundary. Since 
the majority of the WSA is in the Moab District (18,610 acres), the unit will be 
studied under Moab's planning schedule. Their suitability recommendation will 
also influence the lands on the Richfield side of the boundary. A decision to 
incorporate their findings as part of this MFP will avoid the need to do a 
plan amendment at a later date. 

SUPPORT NEEDS 

-Provide resource data on the WSA as requested by the Moab District. 

There would be no impacts to any resource from this recommendation. However, 
there would be various impacts if the area was recommended for wilderness. 
These impacts will be described in the wilderness suitab ility report. Since 

the need to develop a this is a transition MFP, this recommendation will avoid 
planning amendment at a later date. 

b 
ALTERNATIVE 1 (No Action) 

MULTIPLE USE ANALYSIS 

There would be- no impacts to other resources. A planning amendment would be 
necessary to incorporate the findings of the Moab District study. 

2 



UNITE0 STATES 

OEPARTh'ENT OF THE INTERIOR 

BUREAU OF LAN0 MANAGE:?lENT 

. 

~m'(#%ry'Mountain P A . : 

Activity 
Wilderness 

,. 
i 

zzzz 

MANAGfPtiENT FRAMEWORK FLAN 
RECOMhlENOATION-dNALYSlS-OECISION 

Refwhc+. Nvhber 

_ ; -,.. :. ' _ : ~1-1, 
. . 

-/ . 

MULTIPLE USE RECOMMENDATIUN WI-l.1 

Accept the specialist recommendation as written. 

RATIONALE 

See rationale for the specialist recommendation. 

SPPORT NEEDS 
. 

Implement the support needs identified under the specialistrecommendation. 

----------------A ------------- - - - a -i *-& - 

DECISION WI-l.1 

Accept the multiple use recommendation and the identified support needs. 
, 

-. RATIONALE _ 

The rati 
desirabi 

onale for the specialist recommendation adequately discusses the 
lity and need for this action. 
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